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PREFACE

Ever since the writer took up the study of modern
Western philosophy at the University of Nanking, WNanking,
China, he has been greatly interested in the rivaliry between
1dealism and its opponents, whose points of ¢contact and con-
fliet ﬁith each other have led him to the baslc conviction of
this study that the rivalry between them underlies the whole
current of modern Vestern philoaophic'thought. Though the
title of this study, "Modern Ideallism as Challenged by Its
Rivals,"” sounds as though an attempt to defend i1dealism were
- 1implied, yet, to be sure, the work, from 1its outset, has been
intended as a purely objective comparison of the wvarious per=-
silsting channels of VWestern philosophle thought, It is no-
thing but an embodiment of the writer's interest in making
a comparative study of different philosoﬁhical syatems,

On the completion of this study, he feels 1t his duty
to acknowledge thankfully the insepiring encouragements and
kind suggestions recelved from Professor E. A. Burtt under

whose guldance the work has been done. Likewlse, he 1s much

indebted to Professor G. H. Mead for the "Movements of Thought

in the Rineteenth Century" offered last spring and "French
Philosophy in the Nineteenth Century” in the summer, whereby
the study profited considerably. The work evidently reveals
how his study has been facllitated by hia environment at the
University of Chicago.
wW. K. L.
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Chapter I
HISTORICAL EXPOSITION OF MODERN IDEALISM TO ITS RIVALS

The history of modern Western philosophy 1is a pan-~
orama of the rivalry between idealism on the one side and 1ts
opponents on the other. Medleval thought of all sorts, taken
together as 'scholasticism!, having seen 1ts zenith of pros-
_perity in Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), could not but meet the
miserable fate of banishment at the opening of the mocdern era.
The Copernlican revolution against the traditional astronomy
transformed the world-visw held by liberal-minded scholars of
the age. Many an intelligent person, disgusted by the dogma-
tism, authoritarianism, and traditionalism of medleval thought
dictated by the so-called Church Fathera, ventured to search
for new standards in sclence as well as in theology. John
Husa (1369-1415) was the first rebel against their dictator-
ship over human speculation of all sorts, who underwent hils
heroic martyrdom for free thought in 1415, when he was burnt
alive owing to the lectures he had delivered at the University
of Prague. Similarly, Giordano Bruno's {(1548-~1600) pantheils-
tie world~view, which, resorting to anclent hylozolsm, con-
ceived of all nature as alive, cost him his 1ife in Rome at
the hands of the Inquisition. Galileo (1564~1642) was forced
to recant in 1633 his insistence upon the law of falling
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1
bodies and the motion of the planets. Meanwhlle, Protestant-

1sm was established under the leadership of Martin Luther
(1483-1546) and -John Calvin (1509-1564). "The Reformation and
the scientific'movement,? says Vhitehead, "were two aspects of
the historical revolt which was the dominant movemenf of’ the
later Renaissance.?z The antagonism between the medleval and
the modern modes of thought iaa sasentially due to their incom-
patible difference in attitude -- between faith and reason.
The post-Reformatlion phllosophy was thus born of the revolt of
reason against faith. "It adopted at the very outset," says |
Turner, "the Averrolstiec prineiple that what 13 true in the-
ology may be false in phllosophy, - a principle dlametrically
opposed to the thought which Iinspired Scholastiecism, Indeed,
in the first great system which appéared in the modern era, not
only 1s philosophy divorced from theology, but mind 1s placed
in complete antitheslis to matter; for in Descartes! phllosophy,
the spirit of disintegration, which ¢haracterizes the modern
era, 1s subversive not only of the work of the schoolmen but
also of the best achlevements of Greek speculation.”

Since the extinction of scholasticism, the struggle be-
tween scholasticiam and its rebels has shaded inte the rival-
ry between 1idealism and 1ts opponents in modern times. HModern

1dealism, dating from Renéd Descartes (1596-1650), doubtless

1 Conger, A Course in Phlilosophy, p. 99.
2 Wwhitehead, §cIence e and Gthe ﬁogern WOrld, Pe. 12,

3 Turner, HisTory of ory of Phllosophy, p.
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rose primarily in opposition to the medieval dogmatic atti-
tude of speculation and to the traditional i1idea of obedience

to authorities, too. Nevertheless, 1t has begn charged by many
of its eritlces that it 1s only the traditional philosophy on
the ground that it has inherited at least the intrinsic temper
of acholasticism. Imnanuel XKant (1724-1804), aﬁninapiring
spokesman of modern idealism, 1s mercilessly condemned by
Franecols Picavet in his "Easgquisse d'une histolire geénérale et
comparde des civilizations médidvalea" as a direct offspring
of the Middle Ages « quoting the Bible and proclaiming the
gospel of thelam, of free-will,lﬁnd of another 11fe.1 In fact,
1t cannot be disputed that the sentiment of loyalty to reli-
gion, the sole scholarly virtue In the eyes of the schoolmen,
haas permiated the whole intellectual background of modern
1idealiats. Likewlse, sylloglistie loglec, which medleval .
thought claimed as 1te favorite instrument, has been repeated-~
1y adbpted by many an idealist. Above all, subjectivism,

which resulted from the challenge of authority, and which tinges
the metaphysies of modern philosophy, particularly finds favor
in both the epistemology and metaphysics of modern 1dealism,
Away from the medieval theologleal interest, Luther urged every
individual to look inward to hlis own experience in respect to
moral justification ana religious salvation. Descartés, real-

izing that 'Y think, therefore I exlst?!, developed with himself

1 Perrier, Revivnl of Seholastie Philosophy in the Nineteenth
Century, pD.
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as being a mentality his philosophical system, around which
the subsequent history of philosophy revolves.l

Contrary to thls, sclence, whose history-runs parallel
to that of philosophy, has been indifferent to religion, has
depended upon inductlive empiricism for 1ts progress, and has

advanced in the objectiviatic directlion, under the guidance of

Copernicus, Galileo, Bacon, Newton, Lamarck, Spencer, Einatein,

etc., whose attention has been paid to the external phenomena
and facta. Many sclentlists and sclentific-minded thinkers,
consequently, have applled scientific principles to the =olu-
tion of philosophical problems, agd their efforts resulted in
the formulation of inductive logle and the establishment Af
naturaliasm in the previocus century. The flirst attempt to
raise sclence to a philosophy was made by Francis Bacon (1561-
1626), who, starting from his conviction that the fallure of
medleval thought was due to 1ts lack of a true method, in-
‘vented Inductive empiricism and advocated the use of the meth-
ods of observatlion and experiment with management of the data
thus aceumulated sc as to control nature. The methods thus
erudely indleated were refined greatly by John Stuart M11ll
{1806-~1873) to form part of inductive logilec as agalinst deduec-
tive or syllogistle logie to which many i1dealiasts ever ap=-
ﬁealed. The mechanistic and materialistic view of the world

and l1ife, formed by Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), a contemporary

1 “hltehead, Sclence and the Modern World, p. 1986,
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of Bacon, marked the ending of the domination of scholaatie
philosophy over sclence, whereby the domination of secilence
over philosophy took 1t§ start. Pnilosophy had now to derive
its impetus from the new sclentifle inventions and discover-
f1es, and was held to consist primarily in the attempt to gen-
erallze the method of sclence, particularly in the nineteenth
century, durling which the achlievements of science outwelghed
those of other human cultural efforts. PFor decades, naturale
i1sm, "the application of the theories of secience to the prob-
lems of philosophy," enjoyed 1ts elimax of populsarity, forme-
ing the strongest rival of modermn 1dealism. At the beginning
of the twentlieth century naturalism tended to be dlseredited,
and yet the decline of naturallam put modern ideallsm 1nto
open hostility with new rivals, namely pragmatism and realism,
which have arisen in revolt against idealism during the con-
troversies between naturaliam énd l1dealism. It was in the
past that idealism was challenged by naturalism, but it 1s
Just now that idealism in 1ts encampment ls confronted with
pragmatism in one direction and with reallism in another,.

The first phase of modern 1deallism, however, took the
form of rationalism in i1ts way of attalning knowledge, whilch
appeared as a scientific effort of modern thought in revolt
against medleval author;tarianism. It was an appeal to rea-
son, adopting 1its method and criterion from the new sclentifile
ingquiry, so that the leadiné idealliats in this rationaliat
stage were intimately connected with selence and Affirmed the

power of reason to solve the ultimate problems concerning the
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world and life. Challenging medieval dogmatism, Descartes,
the first rationalist, advocated universal methodie¢ doubt as
the beglinning of philoséphic speculation. But his attempt to
doubt hlis own existence affirmed the truth in the fact of his
own consclous thoﬁght that lay beyond all possibility of his
doubt, The existence of the doubting self could not be doubted
anyway; "Cogito, ergo sum"; and reason as the most reliable
mental faculty of the self eould not be doubted. Having firme
ly established sueh a subjectivistic starting-point, Descartesa
easlly derived his phllosophical teachingas therefrom. He held
mind to be consclous of 1ts mcts and able to diseriminate
1deas of a mental fancy and ideas coming from outside. Ming,
as a thinking substance, belng known by direct intuition, mat-
ter, as an outer, extended subatance, 1s known by inferencse,
The 1idea from outslde has a representative function, and as
the mind 1s then conscious of the non-interference of the willl,
1t can be inferred that there must be something outside which
the 1deabrepresents. The existence of the self being true,
those ideans which are 'clearly' and 'distinctly!'! perceived by
the mind are true. The possession of the clear and distinet
1dea of = ferfect Being accordingly proves the existence of
God - the ontological argument advanced by St, Anselm (1033-
1109) was restated by Descartes. Likewlse, the existence of
nature can be argued from the clear and dlstinet idea of na-
ture. Finally, the idea of a subatance which needs nothing
else in order to exist is clearer than that of an attribute

which dcoes need something else in order to exiast; therefore



God mlone 1s that real substance, while mind and matter are
created substances which are antithetlical and are subatances
in a relative sense. The essence of mind 1s thought; that of
matter, extenslion. Both, as created substances, are dependent
upon the co-operation of God for their existence and union.
Hersupon Descartes advanced his teleologlical argument - from
effect to cause -~ for the existence of God., Finally, his
rationalism led to his subjectivistic conception of the secon=
dary qualities, sueh as taste, smell, color, etc., of material
things as only modes of mental activity - the conception which
raved the way for Berkeley to reduce both the primary and the
secondary qualities to the mental states of the perceiver.

Descartes? loglec is apparently deductive and mathemati=-
cal., The physico-psychical parallelism of hils metaphysics,
which he formalated in support of his thelam, reenforceé his
duslistie eplstemology -~ partly objectivistic and partly sub-
Jectivistie. His whole rationalistic methodology was contin-
ued by subseguent 1ldealists, such as Benedict de Spinoza
(1632=1677), Gottfried Welhelm Leibnitz (1646-~1716), Christian
Wolffr (1679-1754), A. G. Baumgarten (1714-1762) .

The mathematical method of Spinoza is more technlecal
than that of Desecartes. In his "Ethica" he started with defi-
nitions and axioms and proceeded by way of geometrical steps
to the formulation of propositions. All substance isme. Mind
and matter, or thought and extenslon, are one and the same,
both belonging in the infinite substance, which 1s God. Indl-

vidual thinga are modes or subordinate characteristies of
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God. Hence, the only way of salvation of the individual self
is to astrive for knowledge of the essence of God; and ideas
are true in so far as they are referred to God. Spinoza has
been influential as a eclasslical expression of pantheism and
also as one of the great sources from which the post-Kantilian
thinkers have derived their absolute idealism, Unllike Splno=
za, Leilbnitz endeavored to reconelle thought and extensaion,
the conscicus and the mechanical, in proclaiming his "monad-
ology." Monads, or "centers of forece,"” which are partly ma-
terial snd partly iImmaterial, compose the reality of the
world, They do not interact with one another but owe thelr
relations to a "pre-established harmony" which has been es-
tablished between them by God, the highest monad ;s concelved
of by Leibnitz. The life of each monad is active and essen-
tially spiritualistie. But the monads in the lower scale are
unconscious and coﬁstituted by confused thought. In episte-
mology Leibnlitz went to the extreme of rationallst subjecti-
vism (in contrast with Berkeley'!s empirical subjectivism) and
in his "Hew Essays on the Hﬁman Understanding" he attempted
to rebut Lockel!s denial of innate ldeas with the assertion
theat all our knowledge developed from germs of thought which
were essentlially innate,

Reasoning from universal principles and axioms came to
be, however, too abstract toc combat the testimony of authorl-
ties, The rise of gquestions as to the origin and sanction of
those abstract, metaphysical principles that had been employed

at pleasure called for an urgent necessity of formulating a
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theory of knowledge precedent to metaphysics. Eventually
rationalism tended to be undermined. It was John Locke (1632~
1704), father of empiricism as against rationalism, who first
instituted 1h his "Essay Concerning Human Understanding" an
inquiry into the origin, certainty and extent of knowledge,
together with the grounds and degrees of belief, opinion, and
assent. Like Descartés, Locke developed the theory of repre-
sentative perception; but lnstead of reasoning he aﬁpealed to
sensory experience for the primary source of knowledge. Ac-
cordingly his depial of the exlstence of any innete ideas
formed the starting point of his whole philosophic speculation.
Thé empiriclism of Locke, and of the later emplrical 1ldealilsts,
was doomed to be not a thorough-going one but only empirical
in the narrow, epistemological sense. From his fundamental’
affirmation that all knowledge comes from sensory experience
he derived almost all hila phiiosophical teachings Iin the syle
logistie way - the same way iIn whieh the rationalists had
formulated their systems., He conceived of mind not as a beam
of light illuminating the external world, but as a photographic
plate upon which objecte were represented. The external world
is mirrored in our 1deas; which are "representatives" or “cop-
- 1es" of outside objects. What the mind perceives 1= these
1deas, and through the mediation of them the external objects
can be seaid in the ordinary sense to be perceived by the mind,
The external objects are causes and ideas are théir effects
upon the percelving mind., In this connection Locke formulatsd

a theory of the interaction of mind and body, which maintains
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that 1deas are produced in the mind by the effects pfoduced in
the brain by the external stimull, Since each idsa ocught to
possess a representative function or objective feference, an
idea ecan be true only 1f there corresponds to it an object in
the real world. Thus Locke inaugurated the so-salled “copy"
theory or "correspondence" theory of truﬁh, which had béen re=
Jected by the subsequent 1deallists but exercised mueh influ-
ence upon the naturalists and resalists. He dlistingulshed
sharply between the simple 1deas and the complex i1deas. The
former are furnished to the mind by senaation-and reflection
while the understanding remains entirely passive; the latter
are made by the understanding which, once stored with the sim-
ple 1deas,'has the power to repeat, compare, and unite them.l
The external objectsa, according to Locke, possess five primary
qualities, solidity, filgure, extension, and either rest or mo-
tion, which altogether he econsldered as objectively exlstent
and independent of the mind; and in addition to these, they
possess certaln secondary qualitles, or, as Locke sa&s, states
of consciousness. These qusalities, primary and secondary, or
objective and subjective, are the conditions under whieh our
knowledge arises. Though Locke obviously subjectified the
secondary qualities and cohaidered the eomplex i1deas as made
by the understanding, yet he eould truast simple 1deas only.

He definéd knoﬁledge-és "nothing but the perceptlon of the

1 Locke's Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Book i1,
chap, 11, 2,
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connexion and agreement, or disagreement and repugnancy of any
of our ideas.“l Complex ideas, made by the mind, must differ
in the degree of trustworthiness. Ience, we have three sorts
of knowledge ~ the knowledge of our own existence by intuition,
of the existence of a God by reason (namely, by demonstration),
and of any objects present to us by sensation.2 For the ex-
i1stence of God Locke asdvanced a cosmological argument, which
was qulte different from that of Descartes. The rationalistic
Deacartes sought to establish exlistence firat in the case of
God, whereas the eplatemologlecal empirieilsm of Locke led to
his establishment of existence first in the case of nature or
the outer physical world in arguing that, as nothing could not
produce a beling, there must be something eternal which was
most powerful aand knowing and therefore God.3

. Pather of empiricism as has been pralsed, John Locke
built up hia philosophleal aystem only around those dominant
factors - deduetibn, physico-psychleal parallelism, dualism,
and theism - which had characterized the systems of the ra-
tionalista. His starting point alone differed from theirs,
which was essentially due to his initiasting the effort to
solve the metaphysical problems by means of a definite theory
of knowledge. Conszegquently he could not but mould hls meta-

physies out of his eplstemology, and the subsequent ldeellists

. ¢1t., Book IV, chap. xi, 1.
.9 echap. x, 2«5,

1 %B' cit., Book IV, chap. 1, 2,
s 1%
3
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under his inﬁpiration have had no intentlon of emancipating
metaphysics from epistemology.

The immediate succesasor of Locke was George Berkeley
(1685-1753) , whose philosophic thought displayed the perfect
maturity of the domlinant factors of modern ldeslism. The re-
futation of Hobbea'! materialism, of the atheism of the cur-
rent naturallsts, and of the dualism of Descartes and Locke,
was his primary aim. No wonder Bishop Berkeley developed his
philosophical principles around his theologlcal motif. He
wrote his "Prinecipleas of Human Knowledge" on purpose "fto
demonstrate the exlistence and attributes of God, the immor-
tallty of the soul, the reconciliation of God's foreknowledge
and the freedom of man; and by showing the emptiness and false~-
hood of several parts of the speculative sciences, to induce
men to the satudy of religion and things useful.'“l At the
firast step, he reasoned away all the primary qualities of the
external objects, resorting to empiricism; and coneceived of
them as mere phenomena dependent upon the cognitive conscious~
ness of the percelver. That 1a to say, he subjectified the
primary qualities as well asz the secondary qualities, and de-
nied the existeﬁce of matter. He then proceeded to the forma-
lation of his epoch-making dlctum "Esse est perecipil." Things,
in order to exist, must be percelved by some mind; and their
essences of existence are just those collectlions of sensae-

data., Mind and these sense-data alone exist. Human apirits

1 Quoted by Hoernlé in his Idealism &s a Philosophy, p. 85.
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manifest themsselves to one another through the collections of
sense-data from their physical bodies;- Reallty is perfectly
spiritual but cannot be monistie. The universe is merely a
soclety of spirits or minds. The external phenomena which no
human mind perceives exist in so far as they are perceilved by.
God ~ the highest spirit, to which Berkeley assigned the cen-
tral position. Mind or spirit was concelved of as "aét" in
distinction from “objéct." "I have,™ he wrifea, "asome knowle-
edge or notion of my mind, and 1ts acts about ideas, inasmuch
a8 I know or understand what 1s meant by these words."l God
—13 known by inference from the nature of the inclusive collec-
tion of sense~data. Hls existence 1ls Intimately present to
our minds since the objects of our perception are the effects
He producesa in our minda.z Finally he contended that the act
of kmowledge In the individual.mind implied the existenée of
God and was sufficient to prove His existence. N

The position of Berkéley 1s of extraordinary signifi-
cance in modern idealism. His thelstic metaphysics was an
1dealliastic attempt at the reduction of nature to spirit. Hils
immateriallsm, together with his pufe spirituallasm, afflirmed
the so-~called "coherence™ theory of truth which advocated the
identity of 1dea and fact with mindlitself. All the later
ideslists have been dAriven to restate the cardinal principles

laild down by Bishép Berkeley ~ namely, the assertion of the

1 Berkeleyt's Prineiples of Human Knowledge, p. 142,
2 Hoernlé, Idesllsm as a Fhillosophy, P. 125.
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priority of the cognitlive consciousness and that of the depen-
dence of belng on the knowing of 1t.1 This being the caase,
the rivala of modern idealism have striven to demolish Berke-
ley once for all with a view to deal the death-~blow to all
modern 1ideallism whatever.

The empirlciam of Locke agd Berkeley in the long run
led to the sceptiecism of Davia Hﬁme (1711=-1776). Starting
from the analysis of ﬁhe mind, Hume became opposed to Berke~
ley's distinctlion betwsen "aet" and "1dea" or "objeet.” Ming,
if 1t possesses any substantliality at all, must be able to
percelive itself as well as 1ts objecta. Nevertheless, when
it 13 percelving what perceives the object, it must perceive
the perceiver of what percelves the object; and so 1t goes
ad infinitum. Thereupon Hume denied the substantiality of
the mind and cancelled the "act" as in distinction from 1ts
objeets, leaving in the sphere of consclbusness a8 flux or bune
dle of ever~changing sense-impressions, memory-imesges, feel-
ings. The contents of mind conatitute mind., They are percep-
tions, whieh are either diastinct sensual perceptions called
"impressions" or faint images and coples of impressions called
"thoughts™ or "ideas." His reduction of mind to a bundle of
impressions in thisz manner finally obliged him to advocate a
pan-phenomenalism in his payechological epistemology. Sceptl-

cal of the structure of mind, Hume came to maintain that human

1 Perry, Presert Philosophical Tendencles, p.>114.

- .
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reason was too weak in its scope and cur mental facultles
too fallible to soclve the metaphysical problems. Beecause in
his eyes no valid principle could justify metaphyaical apecu-
lation about the world beyond our experlience which contained
no pgrmanent, immutable element. For him, all reasonings
were founded on custom.l The knowledge of causality isnot
attained by reasoning 5;2r10r1; the nexus between cause and
offect 1s not ontological but psychological - an expectation
due to mental habit. Hume advocated the necessity of bellef
in e personal God with the assertion that the order of the
universe conveyed the impression of a mind like our own, al-
though we could have no ldea of God any more than of force.2
This does not amount to any teleologleal argument for the
existence of God. The belilef in God, according to Hume, is
not the result of speculative reasoning, but reats on man's
emotional and impulsive nature., Religion may be a form of
revelation but not knowledge at all., The Inductively empiri-
cal nature of Hume's thelsm has influehced the subsequent em-
pirical conception of God as found iIn that of John Stuart
M11l. Yet the total subversion of what 1s necessary and uni-
versal awoke Kant from his "dogmatie slumber" and caused the
rise of the reactiénary movement in Scotland ambng the vari-
ous common sense realists.

Immanuel Kant attempted at a complete synthesis of all

1 Hume's Treatise of Human Nature, Selby-Bigge's editlon,
Ps 184,
2 0Op. cit., p. 633,




the channels of current thought. 1In his youth he was tralned
in the ratlonalistic atmosphere ersated by Wolff and Baumgar-
ten, but in his soclal environment he never falled to observe
how Rousseau's emphasis on the emotional aspect of 1life was
influential among many German writers of the period, such as
Lesasing and Herder. Moreover, his interest was always satu-
rated with sclence, especially with mathematics, astronomy, and
rhysics, and with theology as well, Above all, he seriously
reacted upon Hume?’s sceptlicism and Berkeley's ompiliriciam. Not-
withstanding the fact that he took a fresh start in mediating
between ration&lism and empiricism, between dogmatlsm and scep-
ticlsm, between 1lntellectualiam and emotionalism, and between
science and religion, Kant's genius was initiative rather than
eclectiec. Though he serilously criticlzed Hume's position, yet
he honestly confessed as a matter of course that the sugges~
tion of Hume gave hils investigations in the field of specula-
tion a new direction.l "I first tried," says Kant, "whether
Humeis objection could not be put into a generel form, and
aoon found that the concept of the connexlon of cause and ef-
fect was by no means the only idea by which the underatandlng
thinks the connexion of things a prioril, but rather that meta-
physics consists altogether of such connexionas., I sought to
ascertaln their number, and when I had satisfasectorily succeod-

ed in this by starting from a single principle, I proceeded

1 Kant'a Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysic, Carus's edltion,

Pe e
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-to the deduction of these concepts, whieh I was now certain
were not deduced from experience, as Hume had apprehended, but
sprang from the pure undorstanding."l Beyond Berkeley's em=-
pirical ideallsm, Kant sdvanced his “trangcendental 1ideallsm"
by subjectifying the forms as well as the contents of pheno=-
mena, the laws as well as the facts of the phenomenal world,
At first he subjectified space and time, then the forms of
understanding or what he called "categories," and finally the
laws of nature.2 In subjectifying space and time, Kant resort-
ed to the possibllity of the mathematical knowledge which 1ia
wholly conecerned with the two a priori modes of perception
free from the bondage of experlence. Things ever coming to

us must conform to space and time; but these two forms of ocur
sensibllity and perception need not conform to any a priori
facts of experlience., In the cognitive aspeet of mental acti~
vity, Kant held that "to know 1s to judge," "to judge is to
synthesize,” and the act of synthesls iImplies a prineciple of
synthesis, namely, that of a transcendental unity of apvercep-
i:.".on.:5 The conditions, upon which the form, structure,.or-
ganlzetion, of our experience depends, are a priori conditions,
which Kant called "eategories." These categorles sre the
forms of the synthetle met of the mind, all being derived from

and drawn towards the centripetél faculty of it = the transcen-~

1 Ivia. .
2 V. Montague, The Viays of Knowing, p. 275ff,
3 v. Hoernlé, idsailsm asS a rhillosophy, p. 183ff,



dental unity of apperception. M¥Mind can apprehend the pheno-
menal world only by means of the categorie=z, and s¢ in func-
tion 1t seemed to Kant nothing but the synthetic or transcen-
dental unity of appereseption. Therefrom Kant obviously sub-
stituted "judgment" for "perception'" and "logical mind" or
"cognitive process" for "paychological mind" upon which Berke-
ley had set up his subjectivistic eplistemology. The cohsrence-
theory of truth was now based by Kant on the assertive char-
acter and the synthetic activity of judgment.l The true self
1s thls loglecal mind with its necsessasery forms of apperception
universally present in the individual in order to predetermine
the unity of all phenomena. From thils followgd hils coneeption
of the self as "legislator of nature” in the process of syn-
thesizing its own wensations by the two forms of perception,
thg twelve categories of understanding, and the three transcen-—
dentai 1deas of pure reason,z namely, the psychological, the
cosmologleal, and the theologleal 1deas. The mimd, though so
greatly empowered, 1is totally confined to 1lts a priorl prin-
ciplea, possessing no ultimate freedom in the apprehension of
the phenomenal world, beyond which, according to Kent, our
knowledge cannot extend. The noumenal world or the world of

"things-in~-themselvesa" remains unknown in eternity. God, free-

dom, and immortallty are noumenal rather than phenomenal and

1 Ibld., p. 192,
2 Kant's Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysie, Carus's edition,

p. P1ff,




are postulates of the moral 1life., The traditional arguments
for the existence of God were proved to be inadequate by Kantg
yot he maintalned that the inability of proving Hils exlstence
never presupposed the possibllity of dilsproving Him; and the
final resort for this assumption was the possihility that
there might exist a noumenal world.

The initlating effort of Kant made his position unique
in the history of mpdern philosophy. His methodology 1s criti-
eal throughout, and he had to remaln realistie 1ln assuming the
existence of the world of "things-in-themselves"” and in endow-
ing the phenomenal world wlth objectivity by attributing to
mind the power of perceiving its laws, Yet in the hands of
Kant ontology and eplistemology became intimately correlated
in a circular process. The recognition of the "things-in-them-
selves,” which 18 an essential part of his ontology, sets lim=
Vita'to knowledge. Though he intended to place his eplstemolo-
gj upon an independent baails « the central idea of the trans-~
cendental unity of apperception, - he could not break the onw
tologlical chains in the assertion that the processes by which
knowledge was formed were real facts. Thua, to reach his epis-
tomology, as Royce says, we have to accept his ontology, while
the epistemology being once accepted we are sventually led to
the ontology.l

No matter how successfully and skillfully he could syn-
thesize the current channels of thought, in his own philbsophy

1 Royce, Lectures on Modern Idealism, p. 61.




Kant falled to complete the synthesis of the ultimate reali-
ty -~ between the noumenal and the phenomenal, between thought
and sensation, between the realm of freedom and that of neces=-
sity, ete., ~ 30 that all post-Kantian speculation was direc-
ted towards the solution of the various problems he had be-
queathed. The inmediate successors of the great thinker, un-
der the leadership of Fiehte, Schelling, and Hegel, were to
aynthesize the antinomlies Kant had pointed out, te reeonstruct
a universal system of metaphysicsa on the eritical foﬁndation :
lald by him, and to remove the ihconsistencies_1ntrodﬁced by
the assumption of the “thinga-in-themselves." In the course
of developing their systems, they subjectified the ground of
our sensations, the world of the "things-in~themselves," and
finally reduced all the transcendental selves to one absolute
self. Under the auspices of the Yaynthetie unity of appercep-
tion," they attempted to prove that the transcendentsl selves
in ua, finlte belngs, are 1dentical in the cognitive processes
and are therefore segments of one all-embracing absolute selfl
end that this single universal self or spiritual activity
alone 1s the ground cof all existence and cause of all experi-
enee. Consequently, we find the culmination of such a
solipsism in Hegelt's absclute idealism. )

In the intellectualistic methodologj of the post-Kanti-
an 1dealists the so-called dialectie method playéd an exclu-
sively important role., It was a syatem of reasoning in which

every problem created a new onei or a schema of three stages,
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wherelin thesls was followed by antlthesis, and antlithesis by
the synthesis which included béth. Sueh an intellectual attempt
was in fact a Alrect reaection to Kant'ts doctrine of gntinomiea;l
and the system arose from the metaphysleal transformstion of
Kantts transcendental logic.2 An idea which was syntheals of
antithetlcal aspects was now held to be true, since truth
never ignored but only unified oppositions. Naturally the
dialectic way of reasoning was considered as most effilicient,
whereby Kant'a assumption of the noumenal world could be re-
futed.

Fichte (1762-1814), being the immediate disciple of
Kant, was the first modern 1deallst who employed t*1ls procedure
in disintegrating the conception of the "thing-in-itself" and
completed the synthesis by merging the "thing-in-ltself" or ob-
ject or "not~self" and the "self" together in the activity of
the absolute self. From the moral and rational wlll of Kant!s
"critique of Practical Reason" followed his ethical approach
to reality. The "self)] acéording to Flchte, presupposes the
fnot~self," and by this act establishes s check to the individ-
ual "self"; 1life is a confinuous struggle with the "not-self"™
for the ultimate syntheslis in the absolute aelf which can be
attained only through moral strife. The practical resson ia
thus ﬁupremb in Pichte's whole philosophy but he falled to ap-

Ply the same dlalectlic method to other branches of thought.

h & %g. cit., p. 80.
2 "Andelband, History of Philosophy, p. 591.
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For Schelling (1775-1854), Flchte had passed the treat-
ment of nature too easily, so that he attempted to supplement
Fichte's asystem with s phillosophy of nature which pleased the
then natural scientists as well as the romanticlasts. He
started from an aesthetical approach, which had been aspparent-
lylinapired by Kantta effort to refine the conception of beau-
ty, to reality. Consequently in his philosophy the real and
Athe idenl, the rational and the imeginative, were give equal
rlay., For him the dlalectie process 1s objectively present
in nature as well as subjectively in mind or the self., See-
Ing an unity of mutually opposed tendeneles In every natural
object, Schelling concluded that "everything 1in objective na¥
ture (whieh is unconscious) has the same essential form as
also appears Iin the l1life of the conscilous self.“1 Nature and
mind are therefore different stages in the evolution of the
absolute self, the highest goal of whiech 1a self-consclousness,
and the highest objective expression of which is in art. The
absolute, defined as "the 1ldentity of the real and the ideal,"™’
18 the common ground wherefrom both naﬁura and mind or aspirlt

2
are derived.

Opprosed to Schelling's concertion of nature and spirit
as proceeding from the absolute, Hegel (1770-1831) maintained
that the absclute was an Infinite of actlivity becoming succes-

slvely nature and spirit rather than of undifferentiated

1 Royee, Lectures on Modern Idealism, p. 102,
2 Windelband, HIstory g!_?ﬁiIosopﬁx, Pe. 608,




1
plenitude. Furnished with the "universal and necessary"

principles by XKant's "Critique of Pure Reason,” he started
from a logileal approach. He employed the diaslectle method
more asystematically and elaborately than Piehte and more con-
sciously and explicitly than Schelling did. The absolute, sc-~
cording to Hegel, 1is the only reality or ground of.spiritual,
rational activity, as manifested 1in the different formsa of
our experiencé; or in other words it is the all-inclusive
totality or synthesls of different experiences. Reality cannot
lle beyond experlence accordingly; 1t is identical with thought
or knowledge. "What is rational 1s real,"” says Hegel, "and
whﬁt is real 1s rational” = this formed the central conviction
of his metapﬁysical Inquiry for which he acknowledged his ine-
debtedness to Plato.2 No doubt, Berksley's "perception" was
substituted with his "ratlionallzation"; and "to be" must be

"to be ratlionallzed."

All these posf—Kantian idealists of the Romantlc period
could not avoild partaking some characteristic deﬂéeté of the
Romantic writers, namely wajwardneaa, fantasﬁ; unwise imagi-
ﬂativeness, indifference toc aclence, and regardlessness of the -
1limits of human knowledge; a8 Royece polnts out.s Hogellsa
woeakness was particularly due to the last two defects - in-

difference toc sclence and regardlessness of the limits of hu-

0

Turner, History of Philosophy, p. 562.
Hegel's Fhilosophy of ﬁigﬁg,‘nyde's translation, Preface,

Pe xxVii,
Royce, Spirit of Modern Philosophy, p. 168,




man knowledge. Modern 1dealism, at the climax of Hegelian
"radical" intellectualism, became not only incompatible with
science but also not completely reconcilable with religion.
Hegel claimed to apprehend God by reasoning, but the result-
ant paradox arose from his 1identification of religlion and
philosophy, whereby no room was left for "faith." Theiam being
merged 1ln absoclutism, after the mastert's death the "left"
Hegellans headed by L. Feuerbach (1804-1872) interpreted him
in an antitheological sense while the "right" in the Eﬁglish-
speaking countries regarded him as champion of theism.1

The post-Kaentian German idealiasm, with its culmination
in Hegel's absolutism, came to meet almost the same fate as
scholasticlam 4did centuries before. Among the 1dealists as
well as among the naturallsts 1t provokod oppositions together
with the fermentation of pragmatism and realism. The 1dealists
: spiit into factiogs under the same roof whlle their opponents
sprang to thelir feet 1in response to the challenge of Hegell-
anism. On the same German soll, cchopenhauer (1788-1860), a
contemporary 1dealist of Hegel as he was, set up his banner of
independence, and his irrationalistie voluntarism coupled with
his pessimistlic view of life, which was later developed and
modified by Hartmamm (1842-1906), vividly reflected the senti-
ment of the age grown weary of 1life and surfeited with ration-
alism and intellectualism.z Ilkewise, the rise of neo-Kant~

1anism impllied the revival of eriticliam among part of the

1 Conger, A Course in Philosophy, p. 125.
2 Turner, History ggr?hilosqux, p. 591,
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leading thinkers., For decades, thanks to Victor Cousin's
(1792-1867) interest in German 1dealliam, Kant, Schelling, and
Hegei, could find popularlity and sympathy among a number of
Ffench thinkers, until finally a splrituslistic eclecticism
wasg established.l Thelr influence has been felt 1n the work
of such writers as Renouvier, Talne, and Bergson, but immedi-
ately after they became known in France positiviam rose in re-
volt agalinst them and condemmed all metaphysics.

By a group of literary men, interested in romantie
literature, asuch as Coleridge (1772-1834), Wordsworth (1770-
1850), and Carlyle (1796-188l1), and later by philosophers like
Green (1836-1882), Bradley (1846-1924), and Bosanquet (1848~
1923), German 1ideali=n was introduced into England. HEspeclal-
ly Cearlyle and.Green presched Hegelianism primarily on pur-
pose to combat utilitarianism which had challenged Kantilan
ethics. The new Hegelianlam sterted by them has been intended
as a restoration of the prestige of Hegellanliam by meana of a
new proof and harmonization of absolutism with empiriciam, yeﬁ
thelr philosophle thought has been dictated by the dlsalectic
technigque even in the system of Josiah Royce (1855-1916) who
had lsboriously attempted to harmonize the lImported German ab-
solutism to the slitumtion ereated by American 1nd1v1dualisﬁ.
Realizing that the general adverse condition can hardxy be

changed by the new Hegellans, many other contemporary idealists

1 Boas, French Phlloscophles of the Romantic Period, p. 253.




in reaction to s¢ience and rivals of 1ldealism, have built upon
a new footing theilr philosophieal systems, and are marching
from different forts against their opponents,

Thua far 1t has been made clear and comprehensible why
modern idealliam was bound to be challenged in spite of the
never-to-be~forgotton role it played in the anti-scholastice
movement at the beginning of the modern era. It has histori-
cally developed around three basic factors - loyalty to re-
ligion, preference for dsductive reasoning, and subjectivistic
encroachment on the objective world - which were derived from
the legacy of medieval thought. We are thereby assured that
modern Western philosophical systems are either friends or
enemies of ldealism. We dare to say that the rivalry between
1dealism and its opponents certalinly underlies the whole cur-
rent of modern Western philosophic thought. The main Issues
of their controversy being limited to those concerned with
methodology, metaphysles, and the relatlionship between meth-
odology and maetaphysics, the analytlcel exposition of the
points of conflict and contact between idealism and its op-
ponents is only an attempt at a comparative study of present
VWastern philosophical systems, to which the following chap=

¥’

ters are devoted.



Chapter II
NATURALISM VERSUS IDEALISM

In tracing the historical dsvelopment of modern ideal-
ism, we have passed 1ts turning-point in Hegelian "radical®
intellectualism. Kant's "eritical" and "transcendental"
1deallism was transformed in the hands of his immediate suc~
cessors into "absolute" idealism, an extreme form of solip-
sism, which looked execluslively towards the inner, spiritual
facts of thought and experilence, neglecting what happens in
the external world existing independently of the scientistts
mind, and ignoring the frults of sclentifle work. The obvi-
ous demand for supplementation in current thought was met by
"the application of the theories of sclence to the problems
of philosophy" or naturalism which had derived its unusual
prestige from the triumphs of seclence in the congquest of na-
ture. The results of all sclentific researches were regarded
by a group of thinkers as the only final and reliable sourcaes
of knowledge, and no room was left for any knowledge, extra-
scientiflic or speculative. The philosophical assertions whiech
vthoy made about science differed from one another, and yet
they were all, agreed in the systematization of the logical con-
sequences following from the laws and principles of sclence.
All the three forms of naturalism - materlialism, positivism,

and evolutionism -~ took thelr starts unanimously as sclences



1
in the role of philosophy.

Naturallsm srose in opposition to the metaphysics of
ideallsm. As to methodology, many a naturalistic thinker
adopted exactly the same methods as some idealists did, al-
though they finally arrived at entirely different conclusions.
Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679), father of modern naturalism as we
may call him, in formulating his aystem of materialism, ap-
pealed to reason and employed the mathematical or deductlve
method a&s did the 1ldealists. In order to treat everything
mathematically and deductively, he tried to reduce the causmse
of every event to motion, and derived his philosophieal teach-
ings from hils conviction that philosophy as the ressoned knowl-
edge of effects from causes and casuses from effects was jJjust
the doctrine of the motion of bodles, Naturallsm, in general,
had developed under the auspices of mathematics, astronomy,
and physics, and so consldered reallty as a system of moving
bodles governed by mathematlcal and mechanlical laws, until,
towards the second half of the ninetesenth century when stimu-
lated by the physical law of the conservation of energy, the
. chemlcal law of the conservation of matter, and the doctrine
of orgaﬁic evolution, it came to consider resality as consti-
tuted by maﬁter, energy, or force,

The extreme "left" Hegellans, who held to athelsm owilng

to thelr anti-~theologlcal interpretation of the master, evenw-

1 v. Perry, Present Phlilosophical Tendencles, p. 46,
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tually affilliated themselves with the materialists; while
many naturalists assocliated the doctrine of cosmic evolution
with the metaphysics which the post-Kantian i1dealists had
mouided from the dialectic technique. Consegquently, there
resulted from Hegelt's dlialectic way of reasoning, particular-
ly from his hlstorical process of development, the eccnomie
interpretation of history and the materlalistic view of the
basis of human community which Karl Marx (1818-1883) and F.
Lassalle (1825«1864) promulgated in the then social ecircum-
stances precipltated by the Industrial Revolution. Thus,
the founders of soclalism were not anti-Hegelian, though they
derived their basiec principles from materlialism. The anti-
ﬁegelian or better the anti-idealistic movement 1in Germany
was led ﬁy anothar group of materiallists, such as Karl Vogt
{(1817-1895), H. Czolbe (1819-1873), L. Buchner (1824-1899),
etc., who spared no effort 1in protesting against the meta-
. physics of the ldealists.

As against spiritualism or the ontology of the ideal-
i1ists, the materialists shifted thelr theory of reallity from
the field of '"matter"™ to that of "energy." In the nalve
atage, the materlislists considered the ultimate reality of
natﬁro as constituted by matter or material elements only;
then they eopsidered mind as the function of matter; later
bhoth matter and mind casme to be taken as mapifestations of a
monistic principle which was materlal; and finally the mater-

1al) principle became force or energy which again might func-
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1
tlon as mind. Thus, Blichner attributed the false philosophy

of the past, by which he evidently meant 1dealism, to the ab=-
stract separation of matter and force. For him elther one
without the other means nothing. !latter 1s manifested in
force, and force iIn turn is manifested in farious determinate
and measurable changes such as motlon and heat., What we
called spontaneous generation in organisms 1s, according to
Biichner, due to the mere iInterplay of the physlcal and chemi-
cal forces of matter. "'Psychical activity," he says, "is,
and can be, nothing but a radilation through the cells of the
grey substance of the brain of a motilon set up by external
atimuli.” 2

In contrast with Biichner's monistic materialism as a
general reaction against the metaphysics of the idealists,
Ernst Haeekel (1836-1919) in his "Riddle of the Universe” open-
ly announced hils adherence to the pure, unequivocal monism of
Spinoza, which, according to him, maintained matter, or in-
finitely extended substance, and spirit (energy), or sensitive
and thinking substance, to be the two fundamental attributes
of the all-embracing divine essence of the world, the univer-
sal substance.3 He undertook to prove that Splnozats confi-
dent and consistent system would be the more remarkable when

1t smsecured the support of all those empirical bases obtained

0 M

cf. Baldwin, Fr enta in Philosophy and Sclence, p. 43.
Quoted by Haffafng In h1as History of Hodern Phllosophy,
VO].. II. p. 5050 .
3 Haeckel, Riddle of the Universe, p. 21.
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in the second half of the nineteenth century. Like Spinoza,
he conceived of reality in terms of a single "substance," and
his monism of the cosmos rested upon the law of substance,
under which he embraced the laws of the conservation of matter
and of energy. :Energy 1s to. matter what mind is to body and
what God 1s to the world‘1 Mind 1s merely the sum of those
physlologlical functlons whose elementary organs are consti-
tuted by the mlieroscopic ganglion-cells of our brain. Like-
wlse, consclousness is a mechanical brain-funetion only; and
only in degree of complication the conacioﬁsnass of man dif-
fers from that-of the lower animals.2 Quoting Bruno's saying,
"There 1ias one spirit in all things, and no body is so small
that 1t does not contain a part. of the divine substance where-
by 1t ig animated,” to support his monistic pantheism, Haeckel
held that God existed everywhere and that the unity of God
and the world was prerequisgite to the unity of spirit and
nature.5 In thls manner he seemed to pride himself on the ex~
ecutlon of'the will of his testator, Spinoza, who lived almost
two hundred ané fifty years before, '
Howeier, Haeckel, together with other contemporary nat-—
uralists, severely attacked Immanuel Kant, a frlend rather

than an opponent of Spilnoza. He declared that such a narrow

and ultra-~idealistic conception of time and space like Kant's

Haeckel, Monism, pr. 4-5,
Ibido, PP. z,"‘zab
To¥d., p. 78.
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had become a prelific source of error and that the reality of
time and space was swept aside by the one-alded exaggeration
of the subjective aspect of the problem of knowledge.1 For
him, Berkeley's "Esse est percipi" principle was due :o the
same one-sided exaggeration, and Descartes's position must be
condemed too, The existence of external bodies 1s as real as
that of the inner organs of thought, which receive the im-
presasions of them on the sense-organs and form ideas by associ-
ation of the impressions. Agaln, Haeckel claimed the law of
substance able gnd competent to pave the gsps created by Kant
between the noumenal and the phenomenal, between freedom and
necesslity, etc., to shatter the three central dogmas of the
dualistic philosophy, namely God, the immortallity of the soul,
and‘the rréedom of the will, and to affirm the objective real-
ity of time and spasce. Slince nature was known through sense-
impressions by means of sense-action, or through presentations
into whieh the impreassions weré combined, and of which "we

are convinced that their content cbrrespond to the knowable
aspect of'things,"2 Haeckel advocated that we had better leave
"the fruitless brooding over this 1deal phantom (namely the
assumptlion of the existence of the "thing-in-1itself") to the
‘pure metaphysiclan,'” and inatead, as "! real physicists,'"
rejolce in the immense progress made by the monlistic philos-

3 -
ophy of nature. Time and space as two forms of perception

1 Haeckel, Riddle of the Universe, p. 244ff.
2 %E. cit., Pe. e
3 id., pp. 380-81,




prove the eternity and infinity of the universe. The human
will, for him, has no more freedom than that of the higher an-
imals, from whose will 1t differs not inkind but in degree,
Finelly, as to the problem of the future life, Haeckel cone
colved of immortality in a sclentific sense as conservation of
substance and held that since the cosmos as a whole was im-
mortal there could be no Immortality of the personal soul.1
Unlike Spinoza, laeckel's influence has been felt
among the materlialliasts only. A step further was taken by
¥ilhelm Ostwald (1853~ ), who, denouncing any parallelism
between psychical energy and vhysical energy, maintained that
paycho-physical energles could be converted through the inter-
mediate form of nervous energy in accordance with the law of
conservation and that, accordingly, energy became the univer-
sal substance and 1ts constancy the unlversal law.2 Very
recently an enthusiastic attempt has been made by Hugh Ellilot
(1881~ ). toward saving materialism from decline and meeting
the challenge of ideallsm. He accused 1deallam for its ab-
surd distinetion between noumena and phenomena, between matter
and mind, and for 1its subjectification of the external world
in the consclousness of mind.5 The three arguments he has ad-
vanced Iin desfence 6f materialism clearly reflect his inherit-

ance of the nineteenth coentury naturalism whiech he has remod-

eled by means of the new achievements of seience. In the argu-

1 Haeckel, Monism, pp. 50-51, :
2 Perry, PhIlosophy of the Recent Past, p. 42.
3 Elliot, Modern Science and Yaterlallsm, p. 181ff,




ment from the uniformity of law, he contends that the law of
universal eausation affirmas that "nothing happens without a
eause, and that the same causes under the same conditions al-
ways produce the same effeets."l Next, he argues from the
non-existence of purpose or denial of teleology, holding that
the material origin of all purposive phenomens can be explained
by the principle of natural selectlon which 13 essentially
concerned with the ordinary laws of chance. Finally, he re-
sorts to the unreallty of consclousness as an entity. For
him there is no qualltative difference between the simple re-
flex actlons and the most compllicated reactions evinced by
the highly developed nervous syatem. He denies any form of
existence other than those envisaged by physles and chemlatry.
Thus with vitalilism he confronts mechanlam, and endeavors to
oxplain econsciousness on a physlologlcal basls, and yet he re-
Jeects the association of elther mechanliam or materialism with
fatalism which, according to him, has hitherto characterised
theism, especially the highly spiritualistic religions of
Eastern peoples.

So much for the main polints of contaet and conflict be-
tween the materielists and the i1dealists., Let us turn to the
positivist protest against 1dealism, which began as an intel-

lectual movement in France in the previous century. In fact,

1 Ibid., p. 146,
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as Boas sayé, the rise of positivism was a philosophical
summation of the esarly nineteenth century French culture.

The rapid "change of gbvernment, the risses of industrialism in
the economlc ascheme, of romantlicism in the esthetlc, of ultra-
montanism in the religious, and the increasing success of
natural science in the purely intellectual'" - all these cur-
rent problems « lnevitably directed the attention of a group
of thinkers to the stﬁdy of soclety, in whlch Saint- Simon
(1760-1825) led the piloneering work. Following Sailnt-Simon,
Auguste Comte (1798-1857) assumed the reform of soclety as

the sole ideal of his intellectual l1ife, and aimed at the
construction of a science of soclety. Resorting to the scl-
entific method, he considered knowledge acquired by obasrva-
tion and experience alone as positive and reliable. Soclety
now came to be studied in the same manner in which the natural
selientists dealt with animals and plants, and as a result the
organiec coneeption of human soeclety began to be held by many
writers. Meanwhille, in England empliricism as a methodologlcal
attempt was revived and applied by the utilitariens, headed
by Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) and James M1ll (1773-1838), in
seeaking new ways for the szalvatlon of the mass of people from
their miserable environment caused by the Industrial Revolu-
tion. The motive which determined thelr efforts was very sim-
1ilar to that of the Marxzlan socialists, but to the establish-~

1 Boas, French Philosophies of the Romantic Eeriod, PPe 254-55,




" ment of any "International™ they rather preferred the formmla-
tion of a new system of ethics as against Kant's eritique of
practical reason. Consequently, the 1nterest of John Stuart
¥Mill, son of James Mill, in the reform of soclety and the gen-
eral welfare of mankind was greatly intensified by the posi-
tivist movement, but it remained indifferent to the soclal-
1sts. Young NM11l1l supplanted Benthamt's quantitative conception
of "good" with his gqualitative conception, completed the sys-
tem of 1nduct1ye logic left in a fragmentary conditlon by Ba-
eon, and carried Hume'!s empirical thelsm farther in making
hia strong protest against the highly deductive falth of
Christian mgniém. Bgt like the positivists he showed little
interest in metaphysics. ‘. , |
The activity of Comte was confined to the-inquiry into
~a naturalistic philosophy of history, the claésification of
the sclences, and the plan for soeial reform. Hls famous law
of the three stages through which the human mind has passed
openly chaliehged Hegel's dialectic process of reasoning. In
the religious stage, theology, according to Comte, represents
the ahthropoﬁorphic way of thinking. -Néxf, in the philosqphi—
cal stage, metaphysﬁcs appear as a transitional phase of v
thought, wherein fanciful thinkers make hypothetical explana-
tiona or tentatlive interprétations of the ultimate reality of
the universe. Finally, positive knowledge is achleved iIn the
scientific stage. Therein the laws of phenomena are sought.

In thia connection Comte maintained the principle of the im-



mutability of natural law and the relativity of knowledge, and
in reconciling a posteriori knowledge with a priori knowledge

he held that the relations of homogenelty and succession of
natural phenomena, once discovered by induction, permitted the
extension of'knowledga to further partlculars by deduction.l
Thus positivism took 1ts start as a sclentific way of thinking
rather than as a scientificvaccount of the world, with the
view of condemning all metaphysical searches for first causes,
ultimaste reallty.

However, the:)OSitivisﬁs were not free from a meta-
physics of their own; thelr 1insistence on the futility of
metaphyslcs was supported by thelr affiliations with pheno~
menalism and materialism;2 and some of them even went back to
the panphenomenalism of the sceptic Hume, who had consldered
reason too weak to solve metaphysical problems. Characterized
by the analytical verslon of selentifice concepts, positivism
reduces nature to a qualitative varlety and change which ex-
hibit quantitative constancy, and, to arrive at this conclusion,
1t demanda that nature'so interpreted be coincident with know-
eble reality, andAthat the priority of physical secience be
argued from the nature of fact or from the nature of method,
namely in elither of the two ways - sensatiénalism or experi-

3
mentaliem.

1 Pérry, Philosophy of the Recent Past, p.. 47.
2 v. Boas, Op. cEE., P. 281,
3 Perry, Present Philosophical Tendencies, p. 76.




The starting-polnt of Ernst Mach's (1838-1916) sen-
sationalism was not essentially different from that of Hume'
as recognized by himself, but different from Comte's position
in his own assertlion that the psychological facts, as sources
of knowledge, were at least as Important as the physlical facts;
and he conaidered his own poailtion as bordering closely on
that of the representatives of the philosophy of 1mmanenco.1
Knowledge 1s limlted to the field of our sensations, and rests
upbn no a priori truths. The."thing-in-itself" is an 11lu~
slon. Sclence for him is to deseribe all elements of senss~
tion completely and explain their interconnections systemafi-
cally. Hence, the impossibillity of any metaphysics. Concepts
and judgments are but representative symbols for collections
of sensations, or briefs expressing facts, In this principle
of the economy of thought, there is contalned the ground of
our effort for continuity in thought, namely, for the presers
vation of the greatest possible ccnstancy.z

Mach was opposed to the ldentification of hlis view with
that of Berkeley, however. The misconceptipn, according tor
him, was due to the fact that his view had developed from an
earlier idealistic (namely Hume's) phase. "Berkeley regards
the felements' as conditioned by an unknowable ecause external
to them (namglﬁ}God);" says Mach, "aecordingly Kant, in order

to appear as a sober realist, invents the 'thing-in~itselft;

1 Mach, Analysis of Sensations, Pe 46,
2 v. 1b1d0 ‘De 328, )



wheraas; on the view which I édvocate, a dependence of the tele-
menta' on one another 1s theoreticelly and practically all
that 1s required...."l Rather Maech chose to challenge Kant's
system. YHis (Kant's) critical 1idealism was .... the starting-
point of all my critieal thought;" he adds, "but it was impos-
sible for me to retaln my alleglance to it. I very soon began
to gravitate agaln towards the views of Berkeley, which are
continued .,... 1n Kant's writings. By studying the physioloay
of the senses, and by reading Herbart, I then arrived at views
akin to those of Hume .,... To this very day I cannot help re-—
garding Berkeley and Hume as far more logleally consistent
thinkers than Kant. It i1s not the business of a man of sei~
ence to eritielze or refute a philosopher like Xant, though
.if may be observed in passing that 1t would no longer be a
particularly heroic achievemanp to show the inadequacy of
Eantts philosophy as a gulide to modern scientifie research.”2
The sensatlionalism of Karl Pearson (1857~ ) 18 not
mach different from that of Mach. For Pearson, there is no
room left for inquiry outside the 1ggit1mate fleld of science;
snd the distinction between sclence and philosophy 1is obsmn'e.:5
What ig called the real world 1is partly based on stored sense-~
1mprosslonaz4 Seience is "essentially the contents of the

5 .
mind," The assumption of any noumenal world 1s perfectly

Mach, Analysis of Sensations, pp. 361-82,
4., o BaT-E8. g
Pearson, Grammar of Science, p. 37,

gg, eit., p. B4.
1d07' po 75. '
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futile in the light of sclence. "Behind sense-impressions,
and their source, the materialists place Matter; Berkeley
placed God;" Kant placed 'things-in-themselvest; Schopenhsuer
placed the Will; and Clifford placed Mind-stuff; but Pearson
condemmed such presuppositions as "an unjustifiable extension
of tho_term knowledge to apply it to something which cannot be
part of the mindfs contents."l The post-Kantlians, notably
Hegel and‘Schopenhauer, and theilr numerous English diseciples,
are held liable for thelr attempt at. the explanation of the
universe without having hed even an elementary knowledge of
physieal science.z |

As to experimentalism, ;ta leading spokesman was Henri
Poincaré (1854-1912), who, deeply influenced by Kant,5 applied
himself elosely only to epimtemological inquiry, and yet under
the inapiration of the positivisis fornmlated no metaphysiecs.
He argued for naturalism on the ground of hethod, and hisg the=
ory of knowledge rested on the vprineiples of relativity and
utility. Therefore he held, for instance, that the choice be-
tween the Ptolemale and the cOpgrnican theorles was merely a
matter of expediency. But, despite his laborious effort, he
could not restore the prestige of positivism amidst innumer-
able opponents any more than he could venture to éhallenge
them, While positivism could not put an end to Cousints

spiritualistic eclecticism, there appeared towards the end of

1 ,
2 m., p. 1l6f,
3 Benrubl, Contemporary Thought of Franca, p. 96ff,
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the nineteenth century a group of neo=-critical idealists led
by C. Renouvier (1818-1903), who, proclaiming pluralism and

personallism, opposed positiviasm as much as the traditional -
spiritualiem.

The most persisting opponent of 1dealism among the
three forms of natwralism has been evolutionlsm, which in
general holds that the variocous complex forms of nature as they
exist at present have grown by gradusl stages from simpler and
less complex beginnings and are changing in a gradual, order-
ly, and progressive manner. In early (Greece the blological
studies of Aristotle (384-322 B.C.) anticipated with clarity
some of the basic aspects of the modern evolutionary view of
1ife. In modern times the historieal school founded by Mon-
tesqulieu (1689=1755) employed the concept of devplopment in
explaining the origin of soeial and politieal forms. However,
the application of the concept of development had been'purély
1dea1 until the opening of the nineteenth century when Lamerck
(1744-1829) formulated the blological doetrine of evolution
by the scientific method. Charles Darwin (1809-1882), 1n his
"origin of Species" firat published in 1859, rejected Lamarck's
theory of the inheritance of asequired characteristles of pa-
rents,‘and inatead he discovered and verified three operative
faetors - variation, heredity, struggle for'existence, the
last derived from Wallacets (1823-1913) phrase - which consti-
tuted the fundammental elementa of the general prineciple, named

1 Thilly, History of Philosophy, p. S5ll.
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"natural selection," by which Darwin meant the manner in whiech
the environment favored certaln qualities so that any varla-
tion or heredlty ever useful to the individual organism, how-
ever small, was more likely to be preserved. Thus "natural
selection" implied ncothing but "the chance survival of the
fittest" for the environment. The evolutionism of Darwin,
partaking of both defects and merits, has remsined an "evolu-
‘tionary" doctrine - "evolutionary" in the sense that 1t has
evolved in the hands of many subsequent sclentists. But the
methodologlical contributions he made to scisence were remarke-.
able, such as his comprehenaive survey and observatlon of avall=-
able data, his hypothetical formulation and verification of the
evolution of sﬁecies from the same origin, or his inductive
achievement. Though he never claimed hls evolutionism to be a
philosophical aystem, his influence has been felt among con-
temporary philosophera., This 1s well summed by Baldwin as
follows: -~ "Darwlin gave the death-blow to uncritical v;taliam
in blology, to occultism in psychology, and to mysticism and
formaliesm in philosophy. Each of these, allke progeny of the
obascurantism of dogmatiec thought, has in turn ylelded bhefore
the conception of natural law and order smbodied by barwin in
the theory of natural selection, Thias 1in turn required the
radical acceptance of a genetlc or dynamle view of the world."l
In the eyes of Darwin God could no longer be Creator, of couree,

Thenks to his natﬁral piéty, his opposition to the dogmatic

1 Baldwin, Darwin and the Humanitles, p. 88,




B

conception of a providential God could not convert him into
an athelst, though later in his 1ife he turned an agnostle.
Under the insplratlion of his évolutionism, there was developed
the so~called evolutlionary ethica by Spencer and others, ei-
ther through the conceptlion of adaptation or through that of
struggle, considering capacity to survive as the criterion of
-good.1 The system was seriously criticised by Thomas Huxley
({1825-1895), also a naturalistiec philosopher, who incisively
polnted out the distinetion between the "coamie process" and
the "ethieal process" and between the "fittest" and the "best,”
On the other hand, Darwinism was adopted by Marxian sociallsts
as a justification of class struggle and by sggressive imperi-
allsts as a Jjustification of international war and territori-
al aggrandizement.z

It was Herbert Spencer (1820-1902) who raised the doc-
trine of svolution to a "systematlc" and "aynthetic" philo~
sophleﬁl systom upon his fundamental conviction that the world
was a great evolutionary process, whose materials were found
in matter, and force, and that the world could be explained
merely as the redistribution of these which he called the
"modes of the Unknowable" as they were themselves not the ulti-
mete reslities. He therefrom interpreted all phenomena of
life, mind, and soclety, in terms of matter, motion, and force,

3
and formulated the doctrine of "the Persistence of Force.,"

1 Perry, Philosophy of the Recent Past, p. 28,
2 of. 1bid.,, p. £§. -
3 v, Spencer, First Principles, Part II, Chapter vii,
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Philosophy, by Spencer, was concelved of as complete-
ly unifiled knowledge, common sense knowledge as disunified, and
scientific knowledge ss partially unified; because.philosophi-
cal knowledge consisted in "the discovery of some ultimate
truths from which the axioms of mechanics, physical and psy-
chological pripciples and soclal laws can be deducpd."1 An
assumption is true and valid for him only in so far as it
agrees with all other asaumptipns. He regarded hils doctrine
of evolution as a means to his rhilosophical research. Evolu=-
tion as a transition from homogenelty to heterogeneity,. from
diffusion to integration, and from lncoherence to coherence,
he held to be the same in any case, blological, psychological,
social or ethical. Hegel's dislectic is apt to be recalled to
us in this conneectlion by the so-called law of lncreasing or-
ganization - a synthetic law preseribing (1) evolution as con-
centration (or integration), (2) development as differentia-
tion, and (3) evolution as determination. The last point of
view really consists of a unlon or synthesis of the former two,
80 that evolution misgt necesaarily lead to a doctrine of equi~
1ibr»ium, wherein concentration as well as differentiation will
have resched its completion.

According to Spencer, knowledge, completely uniflied as
in case of philosophy, rests on the prineciple of relativity,
The process of thought involves relation, difference, and like-

5 2
ness, and thought expresses relations alone. The existence

1 Hoffding, History of Modern Philosophy, Vol. II, p. 462,
2 Collins, Epltome of the Synthetle FﬁIiosophy, p. 11,




of a non-relative 1s affirmed by suech an epistemologilcal
relativism, as involved in the facts sumnarized by Collins:-
"that all our knowledge is Relative; that the Relative is it-
self inconceivable, except as related to a real Non-relative;
that unless a real Non-relative or Absolute be postulated, the
Relative 1itself becomes Absolute; and, finally, that the exis-
tence of a Non-relative 1s involved in the process of thought,
Hence our indestructible belief in that actuality."l Herein
evidently Spencer's theistic view was in contaet with that of
Kant. Though ﬁe maintalined that Kent's view with regard to
the origin of knowledge was avowedly and utterly unexperiment-
al,z yet he proposed to reconcile Kant's a priori idealism
wlth the empiricliam of British idealists when he held that,

in case of new experience, certaln habits of thought 1n-the
individual mind reflect both the past experience and the an-

cestoral or racial experience, and so constitute our pre-

formed intelligence, which might be regarded as a priori, but

which 13 a posteriorl in 1ts ultimate origin, or in relation
2 3
to the raclial experience. Again, he condemned the subjectifi-

cation of 1deas and 1mpréssions by Berkeley and Hume on con-

cluding that "language sbsolutely refuses to express the ideal-
4

istie and sceptical hypotheses." Likewlse, he was opposed

to the subjectifiecation of time and space as two forms of

1 gg} c:.to. PP 12-13,

2 fding, History of Modern Philosophy, Vol, II, p. 476,
3 Cf. Perr}, Philoso ol the Recen ast, p. 34. :

4 Collins, EpTtome of the SynthetlIe Pnilosophy, p. 292.




cognition, which according to him, inevitably implies the
isolation of both time and space from the external world,
whieh cannot be ailowed In the philosophy of cosmie evolu-
tion.1 The universal forms of the non-ego, 1f any, would es-
tablish corresponding forms (which Spencer implicitly referred
to the !categories?!) in the ego. His own conception of time
as the blank form 1ln which the successive states of conscious-
ness are presented and rapresented,z must have had conslider-
able influence on Bergson's view of time.

It canﬁot be dlsputed tﬁat evolutioniam has had tremen-
dous Influence upon contemporary philosophic thought. The
aubsequent cosmic philosophy of John Fiske (1842-1901) re-
flected a landmark in the triumphdl tour of evolutionism in
the New Vorld. At present C. Lloyd Morgan (1852~ ) repre-
sents an "evolutionary" phase of the old evolutionism in hold-
ing that the world had developed through different stages or
levels, such as matter, l1life, and mind. However, generally
speaking, the success of evolutionism has been dus to 1lts
methecdological value while its fallure, to 1its metaphysical
inadequacy. The rising chaﬁpions of modern idealism, to
avenge thelr predecessors, have atruck at this polint. In his
"Spirit of Modern Philosophy," Joslah Royce openly declared
against Spencer in respect to the paradox ereated by the latter's

3 :
distinetlon between the Knowable and the Unknowable, and in

1l Spencer, Filrst Princliples, Sect. 18,
2 Collins, EH'ESm—_T—Eg—'Se o) e pﬁthatic Philosoghx, Pe 276.

3 Royece, SpIrft of MNodern losophy, p. .
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turn he argued for absolutism from what many naturalists
called "agnosticiam.” -Most notably of all, Henry Bergson
mortally demolished both Darwin's and Spencer's evolutionism,
and, relying on his intellectual background saturated with
bilological knowledge, formulated hias evolutionism of "i1t'dlan
vital" =« an indevpendent system of spiritualism that appeared
early at the opening of the twentieth century.

To be sure, Bergson's attempt has been an unique,
thorough-going reaction to all forms of naturalism. At the
starting-point he made a distinction between a series of an-
tinomies - between quality and quantity, intensity and magni-
tude, time and space, duration and extensity, freedom and
datermlnism, etec, Then he daringly drew a clear-cut border
line between the territory of sciesnce and that of philosophy.
In the field of sclence we have to use Intellect, which, ac-.
cording to Bergson, grasps only the quantitative, the discon-
tinuous, the dlsconnected, the calculable, the homogeneous,
the spacial, the mechanically determined. Thue science can-
not refrain from distorting reality, whereas philosophy,
in order to approach reallity, appeals to intultion, which
gives complete knowledge in comprehending the qualitatlve,
the continuous, the comnected, the incalculable, the heter-
ogensous, the purely temporal, the free life. Bergason
recognized intellectualism as the scle factor that fermented
the 'imperialiam! of the exact selences., Therefore he con-
fronted intellectuallsm with intuitionism and attempted to

drive sclentific mechanism and determinism out of the philoe-
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sophical world. In his "Creative Evolution" he considered

the mechanlat theories as 1nadeguate and inecompetent to ac-
count for the real nature of evolution. Spencer's account of
cosmic evolution, Darwint's prineiples of chance survival of
the fittest and of natural selectidn,‘and Lamarck;s principles
of mdaptation to environment and of inheritance of acquired
characteristles, unanimoualy spoke on behalf of scilentifiec
determinism. They took into account only fragments of the
evolved and never inquired into the eternal force that motl-
vated the factors of evolution. Therefore Bergson traced the
development of living organisms, which had developed along
divergent branches of evolution, in order to show that 1n the
divergent branches the appearance of organs of simlilar func-
tion but of complicated structure was caused by What'he called
"1tdlan vital" or the vital impetus which motivated the devel-
opment of living forms 1n imitation of the creative, upward
tendency of the universe, With the doctrine of "1'élan vital"
he eclaimed to aupplant the old, mechanistic evolutlonism onee
for all.

Such.being the case, methodological success and meta-
physical failure constitute the destiny which materialism,
poaltiviasm, and evolutionism, have equally met in the 1ight of
current thought. In methodology naturalism, with itas three
forms takén ag a whole, hastened the rise of neo-Kantlanlsm or
revival of criticism, Liebman's slogan "Back to Kant" pro-
elaimed in 1865 was successively re-echoed by E. Zellér, K.
FPischer, and ¥. A. Lange, who all emphasized the need of
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oplstemological investligation, and some others, affiliated with
the positivists, even explicitly limited philosophy to episte-
mology. Meanwhlile, another groﬁp of post-logellan i1dealiasts
in Germany utilized the results of their own scientific work
to defend spiritualism and develop i1dealism or to combat the
naturalists with the same weapons used by them. Thus Lotsze
(1817-1881) undertook the task of reestablishing philosophy
on his basie knowledge of physloleogy, blology, and psychology;
Fechner {1801-1887) founded paycho=-phyalcs, and proclaimed a
panpsychic view of the world; and Wundt (1832-1920) built his
system.upon the ground of his psychology, physiology, and
anthropology. '

At present, sclence is belleved to submit to constant
f£allibility: and 1ts theories are held to be in perpetual need
of correction. HMost present-day thinkéra‘have realized that
no philosophical system can be bullt upon the ground of any
loose sand as the naturalists had done. One after another,
conﬁsmporary idesalists, such as Boutroux, Alioctta, Haldane,

H. W. Carr, have reacted to the sciences, and above all James
Ward has minutely exposed all the scleaces of mechanies, bi-
ology, and psychology, to the eritique of the intellectual
mind, Nevertheless, naturalism as methodology has sought sym=-
- pathy in many other contemporary thinkers, particularly those
who have been disgusted with the methodology or with the eonfu-
glon of methodology with metaphysies by the 1deai1sts. These
adventurcus thinkers are either "pragmatists™ or "realists,"

who recently have opsned fire at the 1deallsts, and the
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battle-llines of whose encampments 1t 13 our task to observe

in the next two chapters,



Chapter IIIX
PRAGMATISM VERSUS IDEALISH

We have noticed in the precedling chapter that, among
all modern 1dealists, Kant, the only guarantor of the possi-
bility of pure metaphyslies, was most seriocusly attacked by the
naturaiists who arose‘primarily in revolt against the meta-
rhysics of i1dealism. It wes Kant who granted the objective
existenée to the noumenal world of the "things~in-themselves";
end who subjectified time and space, the forms of understand-
ing, and the laws of nature - the subjectification of which
could not be allowed by any form of naturalism at all., There-
fore 1t was 1lnevitably the most difficult and yet the most im~
portént task for the naturallsts to strive to demolish Kantt's
metaphysics,.

The attention of the pragmatists in general has been
focussed upon their campaign against Hegel, Pragmatism erose
primarily in opposition to the methodology of modern idealism,
which had shifted from rationalism to empiriclsm, from emplr-
icism to sceptlicism, from scepticlism to transcendentallism, and
finally from the transecendentallsm of Kant to the "radical”
intellectuallam. of Hegel. Consequently, pragmatism 1s a
polemic against intellectualiam methodologically and against
absolute 1dealism.metaphysieally. "The historical significance

of this," says A. W. Moore, "is that pragmatism has in fact
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developed out of continued attempts to eacape a number of 4dif-
ficulties into which 1t believes absolutism and intellectual-
ism have always fallen."1 Because of the historical relations
and salso of the logical relations pragmatism bears to absolu-
tism, absoclute 1deaslism 1s pecullarly abhorremt to the prage-
matlists,

The pragmatic spirit is, Iin fact, a revolt against the
scholastic hablt of mind or what we might call the legscy of
medievallism, Clessic philosophlies have to be revised because
they must keep equal distance on each satep 1ln thelr advance
with the varlous soeclal and Intellectual tendenciles, such as
the conquest of the sclencesa by the experimental method of in-
quiry; the injection of evolutlionary i1deas into the study of
11ife and soclety; the application of the hilstorlie method to
religlions and morals as well as to institutions; and the cre-
ation of the sciences of "origins" and of the cultural develop-
ment of mankind. All these factors together motivated the rise
of present pragmatism. It was Francis Bacon, sccording to
Dewey,z who firat exenmplified the newer spirit when he con~
celved of knowledge as power, as tested by 1ts promotion of
social progress, and as dependent upon organized cooperative
rasearch; namely accumulation of experiment or experimentation
of facts., "When William Jamer called Pragmatism a New Name
for an 0ld Way of Thinking," says Dewey, "I do not know that

1 Moore, Pragmatiam ahd Its Critics, p. 23.
2 Dewey, Eeconsfructlon‘lg‘Philosqﬂhy, p. 28ff,




he was thinking expressly of Francis Bacon, but so far as con~
cerns the spirit and atmosphere of the pursult of knowledge,
Bacon may be taken as the prophet of a pragmatic conception
of knowledge. Many misconeceptions of 1ts spirit would be
avolded if his emphasis upon the social factor in both the
pursult and the end of knowledge were carefully observed.”1
Kant used the word "pragmatic" in the sense of "prudent,®
whereby he meant "a mode of action by which a purpose might

be attained”™; and he used to assoclate 1ts implication with
utilitarianism.z It 18 true that some of XKantt's important
téachings are so pragmatic 1n splirit that the great thinker is
régarded by Marcel Hébert as a precursor of pragmatism. Ac-
cording to Hébert, Schilller always cltea from Kant the signi-
ficant affirmation as follows: "'Tout Intérét est pratique,
1'intérét méme de la ralson spéculative ntest que conditionnel
et seulement complete dans l1l'ussge pratique.!'" "Kant,”" Hébert
addas, "expose sa doctrine des postulate de la ralaon pratique,
'hypothéses! dont, par elle-méme at'aventurer & sffirmer la
possibilité, mais qulelle ne cholslt pas, toutefois, arbit-
ralrement: slles apparalssent comme 'conditions pratiquement
nécessaires' de l'accomplishment de la loi moralz; la volonté

les veut en méme temps gqu'elle veut le Blen...." Likewilse,

Schopsnhauer i1s counted among the precursors of prsgmatism with

ITbid., p. 38.
Carus, Truth on Trial, pp. 4, 120-21,

Hébert, La Prag 8mS, DD, 67-68.
Namely, God, fresedom and immortality.
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regard to his voluntariasm according to whieh intelligence 1is
an instrument in redeeming the will and possessesa a real value
by itself when 1t frees itself from the tyranny of the saiad
will.l

The term "pragmatiasm' 1s derived from a Greek origin
and was first introduced into philosophy by Charles &. Peirce
(1839-1914) in 1878, when he proposed in the "Popular Scilence
Monthly," January, 1878, a new method for making ocur ideas
clear, which prescribed that the meaning of an 1dea consisted
in the asctual or possible effects it might produce. Thus the
new method made no dlstinction betwseen belief and meaning.
Willlam Jemes (1842-1910) =dopted the word as "a Name for
Some 0ld Ways of Thinking" and used 1tas implication as test
of the meaning and worth of specifliecally philosophic concep-—
tiona, "Evidently "pragmatism" was born a method of judgment,
an attitude of evaluation, and a way of thinking. It is em=
pirical in spirit and emphasizes concreteneas and adequacy and
always takes facta, effects, and action into serioua account:
it 1s opposed to dogma, and to the pretence of finality in
truth; and yet 1t does not stand for any special resulta.2

F. C. S. Schiller (1864~ ) eoncludes that all know-
ledge 1s purposive or teleologlical, This view James adopted
as part of the pragmatie conceptlon. Since truth 1s the goal

in whieh knowledge proper terminates, 1t follows that truth

1 Hévbert, op. cit., p. 69,
2 James,’PragmaEIsm, Pe 51,
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1s something which flows upon our intelligent activities and
prroduced by them. As truth involves the relation of objecta
to thought, this making of truth logically implies a msking
of reallity. Accordingly, pragmatism was extended from a the-
ory of the purposlive character of knowledge and a theory of
truth as the succesaful working out of knowledge to the onto-
logical theory that reality itself 1s plastic and is in course
of construction through the cognitive efforts of man. Schil-
ler calls this aspect of pragmatism "humanism"; and in many
aspects he 1s agreed with 1doalistsvepistemologically, and
particularly with the personal idealists as indicated by his
contribution to personal idealism in his "Axioms as Postu-

lates" in Personal Idealiam.

John Dewey (1859~ ), following James!'! paychological
suggestion tﬁat Intelligence evolved as an instrument of adap-—
tive response to stimull, developed psychologlcally the 1dea
that thinking 1s the counterpart and complement of habit and
that it is always an instrument for the accomplishment of some
practical end or of making a deliberate c¢hoice between con-
flicting enda. Thils concluslon led to his logical reconstruc-
tion, through which he treated logic as s systematized account
of the procedures of thinking In adapting beings living in a
social environment to the control of novel and uncertaln fea-
tures of existence. On the moral silide, the notion affirms the
theory that standards and ideals are not fixed and a priori,
but are in a econstant process of hypothetieal conatruction and

of tesating through application to the control of particular
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situations, This general loglecal and ethical wview, known
specifically as "instrumentalism," was adopted by James as a
part of pragmatism in its wider sense,

Since the dawn of modern times, all the changes, sueh
as sclentific inventions and discoveries and developments, and
growth of religious individualism in accordance with politiecal
individualism, had effected the substitution of an idealism
based on epilstemology for the idealism based on the metaphy-~
sles of elassie study. In breaking away from antigue and
medleval thought, accordingly, the early modern thought of
Descartes, Locke, Berkeley, Hume, continued the older itradi-
tion of a reason that created and constituted the world, but
combined 1t with the notion that reason operasted through human
ming, individual or collective. The rationalists appealed to
mathematlics In thelr methodology, while the empiriecists to
psychology. In Kant's transcendentalism, empiricism and
rationallism came together, and in 1dentifying loglc with the
cognitive process of mind Kant practically drew no'border line
between psychology and his transcendental logic, Ideallam
cegased to be metaphysical and cosmic in order to become epls-
temological and personal, The development evidently repre-
sents a transitional stage, according to Dewey. The ancilent
tradition was still strong; the new system did not freely
formalate the power to dlirect naturels forces through know-
ledge - that 1s, purposeful, experimental action to reshape

beliefs and institutions. Kantlaniasm still retained the dog-
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matic rigldity of rationalism, and in teaching the & priori
concepts aside from expsrience Kant fostered the spirit of ab-
solutism. Reason employed by hiastoric rationallism has tended
to absolutlsm; snd it 13 used as an ageney of justiflication
and apologeticsa. Without intellectual responsibility in as-~
suming the conceptilions of reason to be self-sufficlent and un-
necessary to secure any confirmstion in experience, the hier- ‘
archical absolutism of Hegel'waa built, and in Hegelian '"radil-
cal” intellectualism methodology, inecluding psyechology, logle,
and epistemology, was completely amalgamated with metaphysles.
Consequently, pragmatism, as a revolt againat the i1dealilst
methedology, 1s incompatlible with absolute i1dealism throughout,
"aAbsolutism is other-worldly, contrary to appearancea;" aays
Perry, "pragmatism mundane, empirical. Absolutism 1s mathe-
matical and dialectical in method, establishing ultimate truths
with demonstrable certainty; pragmatism 1a suspicious of all
short-cut arguments, and holds phllosophy to be no exception
to the rule that all hypotheses are anawerable to experience.
Absolutism 1s monistle, deterministic, quiletistic; pragmsatism
is pluralistle, indeterministic, melioristle, That which abso-
lutiam holds to be most aslgnificant, namely, the loglical uni-
ty of the world, 1s for pragmatiasm a négligible abstraction.
That which for absolutism 13 mere appearasnee - the world of
space and time, the interaction of man and nature, and of man
and man, 1s for pragmatism the quintessence of reality. The

one 1a the philosophy of eternity, the other the philesophy
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1
of time." But on the whole, pragmatism agrees with modern

1dealisam iIn the assertion of the interdependence of subject
and object, and in the "presentative" theory of sense-percep~
tion; with realism in the maintenance of the particular to be
real and of the objectlive existence of the outer world,
William James, at the outset of hls philosophic career,
boldly declared against Hegsellanism in his "The wWill to Be-
lieve, and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy" first published
in 1897. The past philosophy was for him sbatuse, theoretical,
impractical, and dreary, so that he aimed to supplant 1t with
& philosophy which should be frliendly to common sense and cone-
crete experience. His distinction between two types of "men-
tal make-up,” the tender-minded and the tough-minded, together
with his consideration of the former as rationalistic or going
by prineiples, intellectusalistic, 1dealistiec, optimistic, re-
ligious, fre-willlast, monlistic, and dogmatical; and of the lat=
ter as empirical or going by facts, sensationalistie, material=-
istle, pessimistie, irreliglous, fatalistie, pluralistic, and
seeptical,z is utterly arbltrary and meaningless in the eyes
of the idealiats.s Revertheless, James offered pragmatism ss
a mediating system between the two types of thought, which
should remalin llke the rationallisma and at the same time pre-~

serve the richest intimacy with facts, in conslideratlion that

1 Perry, Present Philosophical Tendenclies, pp. 198-99.
2 James, Pr atism, pp. 1l-i2,
3 Sinclair, g %Efencs of Ideslism, pp. viii, Ix.




phllosophlies like men have characters and are liable to as
sumary judgments.l Thus, in the form of pragmatism James
proposed a means of aettling metaphyalecal disputes: whether

the world is one or many, whether fated or free, whether mater-
1al or spirituml. On thls account he advocated the interpre-
tation of esach notion by tracing 1ts respective practical con-
sequences. '

The various forms of pragmatism differ from one another
only as to thelr emphasis. They, however, all agree in the
conception of pragmatism as an attitude of mind in looking
forward to future results, as a method of invesatigation in
using actual or posslible outcomes of our ideas to determine
the real meaning of these ideas, and as a theory of truth, de-
fining truth in terms of the c¢capaclty to produce consequences,
Above all, they can best cooperate in challenging the 1idealist
methodology - the psychology, logle, and epistemology, of
‘modern idealists,

In the first plece, with their functional psychology,
the pragmatiats have replaced the so~called atomiec psychology
of Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, which considered mind as a col-
lection of sensations, or a flux of sense~perceptions, or a
bundle of impressions; and the structural psychology of Lotze,
Fechner, and %Wundt, which malntains that mind has distinet faec-
ulties and consclousness can be analyzed into structural sle-

ments. Medleval speculation held the individual soul to be

1 Jamos, _Q_Eo cit.. PPe 31-35,.
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the ultimate end mnd subject of salvation or dsmnation. Des-
cartes and Berkeley and their followers used the words, Yego,"
"apirit," "mind," "consclousness," almost all in an interchange-
able manner. Despite thelir challenge of and revolt against
acholasticlism, these thinkers lilttle noted the legacy of medi-
sval thought they exhibited and perpetuated in thelr protests
and reforms.l For Berkeley and his disciples, 1deas whieh
James considers as the verbal equivalent of what he calls "ex-
periences," are discontinuous, the content of each being whol-
ly immanent; snd between them there are no transitions with
which they are consubstantial and through which their being
may unite. "The incredibility of such a philosophy," says
James, "ia flagrant, It 1a tcold, strained, and unnaturalt in
a suprome degree; and it may be doubted whether even Berksley
himself, who took 1t so religiously, really believed, when
walking through the streeta of London, that his spirit and the
spirité of his fellow wayfarers had asbsolutely dilfferent towns
in view."2 Fachner's theory of consclousness holds that states
of consciousness and conscious experiences can separate and
combine themselves freely and keep thelr own ldentity unchanged
while they are forming parts of alimultaneous fields of wilder
scope, and that a new sensatlon obtalned can exist separately
or combine with other co-exlistent sensationa, It is after

this analogy, according to James, that absolutism explains

1 Dewey, Experience and Nature, p. 224.
2 James, Essays In Radlcal Fmpiricism, pp. 76, 77.




the relation of our finite minds to the etsernal mind, that
panthelstic l1dealism considers us as existing in the absolute,
and that empiriclism explains the composition of the human
mind out of subordinate mental elements.l Consciousness is
not composed of individual elements dlstributively; it 1a a
continuum collectively justllke water, as the combination of
hydrogen and oxygen, 1s not the total sum of H, H, and 0, as
elliptlically indicated, but ia our name for the new function
which the combination performs.z The several thoughts, each
of an individual word, are not the self-same mental thing as
cne thought of the whole suant:eance.:5 Similarly, the collective
experience of the all-embracing knower or absolute mind cannot
be loglcally identical with a lot of distributive experlences
that happen to the individusl finite minds considered by the
absolute 1dealists as segments of the absoclute mind.4 Hence;
the absurdity of the assumﬁt;on that the absolute owns finite
creatures as its verbal fragments. Lotze and Tundt are seru-
tinized in the same way, esp;cially by Dewey and hls followers
in the "Studies in Logical Theory." Conselousness, for all
the pragmatists, is a functioning continuum, and so cannot be
analyzed or resolved into elements or constituents, "It is
preclsely what 1t 1s," says B. H., Bode, "and not aome product

: 5
of our after-thought that we are pleased to substitute for 1t,"

Jamea, A Pluralistie Universe, pp. 176, 177, 182,

Ibid., p. 1B6T,
+s P. 191,
ey Pos 1990,

Dewey and Others, Creative Intelligence, p. 231,
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To support thelr contention that consciouamness 1s not
any separate psychle entity but functlon, the pragmatists clear-
ly disceriminate mind and consciousne;s. "Mind denotes the '
whole syatem of meanings as they are embodied in the workinga
of organic 1life;" says Dewey, "consecilousness in a being with
language denotesa awareness or perception of meanings....The
great part of mind 1s only implleit in any conscious act or
state; the fleld of mind - of operative meanings - is enor-
mously wider than that of conséiousness. Mind 1s contextual
and persistent; consciousnesa is foeal and transitive. HMind
1s, so to speak, structural, substantial; a constant back-
ground and foreground; perceptive conaclousness is process, a
serles of heres and nows."l Thus, conscicusness in our daily
lJife 1s but a transformation-phase of experlilence. The various
states of conscioasness are the morphology of certain func-
tions; "knowing, willing, feeling, name statea of consclous=-
ness not in terms of themselves, but in terms of acts, attl-
tudes, found in exparience."z Likewlise, according to James,
conselousness stands not for an entity but for a function,
which 18 knowing, and for the performance of suech a function
consclouzness acquires the guality of 'being'.s COnsciousnesa

is herein admitted as an 'epistemplogical'! necesslty. But in
actual life action 1s primary and knowledge 1s secondary. The

1 Dewey, erience and Nature, p. 303.
2 Dewey, e Influsnce gz Varwinism on Philosophy and Other
Essays, Pe.

3 smes, Essays in Radical Empiriecism, p. 6.




absolutists reduce conduct to 'appearance'; while the prag-
matist reaction against absolutism makes cohduct primary and
thought secondary. Thus, consclousness 1s an instrument with
a survival-value which conaiéts in 1ta ensbling the organlism

to learn to adapt itself to its environment. Its primary func-
tion is to modify hablt, and so 1t has genetie mnd funectlonal
relations to conduet. From this follows the pragmatist dis-
tinction between fact and Judgment, between the experlence of
8 good and the judgment that something 1s valuable in a cer-
tain kind and amount. The pragmatist then exposes the confu-
slion of these two distinct processes In medleval thought, the
identification of any and every experlence of good with a judg-
ment or cognitive apprehension in the system of Descartes, and
the conception of the emotions as organs of value jJudgments in
Lotze's theory whieh Dewey condenms as a survival of the scho-

1
lastic psychology of the vis aestimatlva.

Sueh belng the case, the pragmatiat psychology 1s funce
tional, instrumental, and teleological; and the functlonal, in-
strumental, and teleological character of thelr loglie, of their
epistemology, and finally of their metaphysics, is fundamental~
1y Aue to such a psychology. The interactlion of organism end
environment, resulting in some adaptation which secures utill-
zation of the latter, 13 the primary fact, the baslec category,
according to Dewey.z Knowledge 18 secondary in origin, and 1is
involved in the process by whiech 1life is sustalned and evolved.

1 Dewey, Essays in Experimental Logiec, pp. 348-5l.
2 Dewey, Reconstruction In Philosophy, p. 87.




WVhen the senses of an animal are affected, reaction or adapta=
tion follows 1immediately but not information about something
externally going on in the world., At thls critical moment
intelligence functions in assisting the organism to deal with
its environment: Thus, intelligence develops and matures in
the light of te needa and deficiencles of the present, and
makes suzzestions and methods for the specific reconstruetion
of life,‘which are tested by success or fallure in accomplish-
Ing thils task of readjustment: An i1dea 1s but a suggestion
of'something to be done or of a way of knowling which 1s not
contemplative but practieal‘A Ideals for Dewey are methods
rather than goals, andhis attention and Interest 1s dlrected
to the practlcal problems of philosophy, that 1as, ethical,
pocial; and political, wherefore he preaches his "pragmatie
ideallism" in terms of an instrumentality of purposive action,
The cognitive process of mind 1s considered by func-~
tional psychology as essentlally teleological and focussed on
the Qttainment of ends. It 1a the process of serutinizing a
situation; put in Stuart'!s words,; with a view to determining
the avallsbility for one's intended purpose of such objecta
and conditions as tﬁe situation mey present.l Thinking for
the pragmatiasts is sdaptation to an end through the adjustment
of particular objJective contents: According to A« W« Moore,
&l thinking 1s a manifestation of conduct or action seeking

to maintain and elaborate what 1s satisfying and valuable:

1 Dewey, Studles in Logical Theory, p. 230.




whether thinking 1s a part of conduct is the original 1lssue
betwesn pragmatiasm and its critics.l
Owing to 1its subordination of intelligence to action

and conception of knowledge as inatrumental to 1l1ife, pragma=-
tism hasmuch affinity with the thought of Henri Bergson. Be-
s8ldes, Bergson 1s quite agreed with the pragmatists in con-
celving of conselousneas as a continuum and of experlence as

a continuing or flowing stream which they liken to a personal
history whieh 1z nothing but a process of change in time, the
change 1tself being one of the things immediately experlienced,
Change for James 1s a continuous transition which 1s ones sort
of conjunctive relation. However, at this point, not to in-
tuitionism as Bergson does, but to his "radlcal empiricism"
James appealed. "To be a redical empiricist," says James,
"means to hold fast to this conjunctive relation of all others,
for this 1s the satrategiec polint, the position through whieh,
1f a hole be mads, all the corruptlions of dialectics and all
the metaphysical fictions pour into our philosophy. The hold-
ing fast to thils relation means taking 1t at 1its face wvalue,
neither less nor more; and to take 1t at its face value means
first of all to take it just as we feel 1t, and not to confuse
ourselves with abstract talk about it, involving words that
drive us to invent secondary conceptions in order to neutralize
their suggestions and to make our actual experlence again seem

2
rationally possible,” Berkeley and Hume conceived of sense=

1 Moore, Pragmatism and Its Crities, pp. 4, 21, 22,
2 James, Essays In Radleal pmpiricism, pp. 48-49.
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perceptions as loose and separate; James iM11ll denied that
similars had anything really in common; and J. S. M1ll held
that both physical things and selves were composed of diacon-
tinuous possibilities.l James accordingly considered radical
empiricism as better affiliated with natural realism than with
British empiricism. vFor radical empiricism, "the relatlions
that connect experliences must themselves be experlienced re-
lations, and any kind of relatlion experlenced must be counted
as t'real'! as anything else in the syatem."z The general doc-
trine of radical empiricism is well summed up by Perry in the
following words: "The parts of experience hold together from
next to next by relations that are themselves parts of exper-
ience. The directly apprehended universe needs, in short, no
extraneous trans-empirical connective suppdrt, but possesses
in its own right.a concatenated continuous atructure."s

The thorough-going emphasls on continuity in dealing
with the problems of consclousness and experience diffearen-
tlates pragmatism from 1dealliam not only 1n psychology but in
logic as well. Aspinted out by-Jame§,4 it 1s language which
cuts our sénaational experiences into different names or sepa-
rate conceptual entities; whereas in the continuum - conscious-
ness ~ they flow like & current. The intellectualiastic logile

divides our mental life into separate units and causes Alffi-

culties in approaching reelity. "The treatingof a name as

p. 43ff,

Pe 42,

ey Edltort!s Preface, xii,
Pluralistic Universe, p. 285.
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excluding from the fact named what the name's definition falls
prsitively to include," says James, "is what I call 'vicious
intelleetunlism'.“l Thinking originates from specific con~
fliects in experience. Inquiry, observation, and minute and
extensive criticism are essential to thinking. '"The habit of
treating observation as something outaide of and prior to
thinking, snd thinking as sconething which can go on in the head
without ineluding observation of new facts as part of 1tselr "
leads to thsat type of 1dealliam which has been termed by Dewey
as "intellectual somnsbulism.” "It creates a class of 'think-
era' who are remote from practice and hence from tesating their
thought by application - a socially superlor and irresponsi-
ble class."2

' Pragmatic 1égic, put in Schlllerts worda, contends
"that assertions which carry no consegquences, distinctions
whieh make no difference, !'truth' whieh cannot be applied,
truth-claims which cannot be tested, are all unmeanins.“5 The
pragmatists by this way alm to supplant both dedustion and ine
duection with what we may call "conduction” which 1s derived
from their attltude "of looking away from the first thinga,
principles, 'categories,? supposed necessltles; and of looking
towards last things, fruits, sonsequences, facta.“4 Accord-

ing to A. W. Moore, both Kant and M11ll amimed to replace the

Ibid., P &80, )

Dewey, Reconstruction in Philosophy, p. 140,
Schille¥, FProblems of Bellef, p. 14l.

Cf. James, Pragmatism, DPpe 04~55.
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logics of sensationalism and rationalism with a "logic of
things" and of "truth," so that Mill's things turned to states
of conseciousness, and Kant's were phenomenal; and both alike
falled to esteblish continuity between the conduct of intel-
ligence and other conduct.1

Pragmatism urges insistently the payehological treat-
ment of loglcal theory, whereas Hegelianism, as Laguna says,
on concelving of psychology as aiming at a merely mechanical
process, contends that psychological method 1is fundamentglly
incapable of dealing with logicsal problems, and so the Hegeli-
ans attempt to treat the processes of reflective thought in
abstracéion from thelr genetlic and funtlonal relations to other
human activities. James, In declaring against Hegel, under-
took to prove that the dialectle method wlth the category of
negation employed by Hegel was the essence of his intellect-
ualism whiech ied to his absolute monism and als> to those of
Lotze and Royce who made proofa of the absolute by reductio ad
absurdum.3 He held that Hegel's applicatlions of the dislectic
method were unsatisfactory; that the method partly rested on
the Hegelian vision or intuition and partly reslidedin empiri-
eism and common sense; and that accordingly Hegel was not pr;-
marily s reasoner but really "a naively observant man, only

beset with a perverse preference for the use of technical and

1 Dewey,and Others, Crsaetive Intelllgence, pp. 92-93,
2 Lagune, Do§gatiam and Lvolutlonlsm, De izla
3 - James, A uralistliec Universe, ps 104,
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1
logical jargon," and had a very impressionistic mind.

With their instrumental logie, the pragmatists confront
the formal loglilec of the ldealisats, considering valid thought
as efficlent thought, and denying the possibility of dlstin-
gulishing the form from the content of thought. The movement
toward restoration of continulty made in the name of "instru-
mental" or "experimental" logle, according to A. W. Moore, 1is
not a despoliatlion of the character and rights of intelligence;
but such & restoration alone aims to preasrve the unique func-
tion of intelligence, to prevent it from becoming merely "ex-
istential,”™ and to provide a disﬁinct place for intellectual
and sciéntitic interest and activity; "it i1s precisely the ex-
perimental character of scientifle loglc that distinguishes 1t
from scholastielsm, medleval or modern."2 In his "Formal
Logie,” Schiller attempts to expound the traditionai logle of
the ldeallsts - namely formal logie - In 1its dependénce on the
fundamental assumption "that it is possible to study the formal
truth of thought irrespective of itq truth In point of fact,
and to show that this fundamental sbstraction everywhere leads
to fallure, failure both to account for the procedures of human
thinking and fallure to attain even formal consistency."3 He
scrutinizges aymbolic logie used by the rationalists and mathe-

. 4
maticlans, and regards 1t as affiliated with formallsam, In

wey &nd Others, Creative Intelligence, pp. 77-88.
Sehiller, Formal LogIc, FreTace, vii!,

Iibid., p. S90rT.
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demanding concessions of formal logie to what he calls "psy-
chologie,” Schiller asks the formal logieclan (1) "to give up
his Intolerant dogmatism and to admit that logile can be con-
structed on other assumptions than his own,”" (2) "to confine
himself strictly within the limits he has maerked out for himself....
eesey” and (3) "to recognize that actual human thinking in sci-
ence and ordinary life forms a real problem which urgently
needs to be considered."l As for snalytle logic, 1in the eyes
of the pragmatists, its lack of contlinuity between the cogni-
tive function of the nervous system and its other functions
accounts for the strange paradox in the logilc of new realism,
It holds an act of knowling as conditioned by the act of a
nervous system to be an objectlive affalr. But, for the prag-
matlists, the subjectivity of tnis sort should be identified
with the "psaychical"; otherwise, the nervous system being once
appealed to, there should be the physiologileal contlinuity of
itas funections with each other and with 1ts environment.g

With l1deslism pragmatiam is no less incompatible in
the theory of knowledge than in any other fleld of methodology.
We saw in the first chapter that, because Descartes's and
Locke's epistemoldgical dualism of 1dea and ideatum easily
passed over into an ontologlecal dualism of mind and matter,
Berkeley supplanted their representative theory of pereception

with his presentative theory, and strove to demonstrate an ac-~

1l Schiller, Formal Logle, p. 392.
2 Dewey and Gﬁﬁers, Creative Intellligence, p. ll4f.




tual coherence between thing and idea. Now, the pragmatiasts
rather tend to this theory of immediate presentation, but they
hold fast to the "immedlacy," and against intellectualism they
elaborate their "immediatism." They first of all discriminate
between immediats acquaintance with, or knowledge of a situa-~
tion, and mediste familiarity with, or knowledge about the
situation, and then they subordinate the latter to the former,
considering mediate knowledge az serving immedlate knowledge
on which 1t 1s based. Accordingly, concepts are nothing but
asslstants of percepts. ‘

Thué, in thelr way of interpreting knowledge, the prag-
matists start from "belief," not from reason., Because in
"pure and immediate"” experlence belief elone 1s not questioned;
1t 1s admitted as & patent matter of fact. Falth is the
ground for the hypotheals of scientific methoed. Partieularly
1t has been repeatedly emphasized by Schiiler that emotional
experience and falth are better means than prely logileal pro-
cess to the épproach of realities. Since an 1dea 1s tested
by how 1t works in the future, it owes "faith" 1ts present va-
1i1dity. Therefore the anetion of an 1dea which produces its
subséquant bearings is a measure of "belief."l Knowledge 1s
merely the body of the beat attested beliefs; and truth 1s a
property attributed to these beliefs. As clalmed by James;
falth for pragmatism would remain a factor not to be banished

from philosophlie constructions,; the more s0 since 1n many ways

1 James, The Will to Believe, and Other Essays; pp.: 29+30;




1
1t brings forth 1its own verification.

In contrast with the "correspondence theofy" and the -
"coherence theory" of truth, the pragmatists have developed
what may be called the "conaistence theory" of truth. To be
true an idea must be conslatent wlth 1its works, with the pre-
vious 1deas, and with the present needs of life. Thus, truth
is not eternal, nor absulute, nor static; it 1s occasional,
relative, and plastic. Utllity, wverifiasbility, snd satisfac-
toriness are itas maln eriteria. It heppens to an idea, which
becomes true and is made true by events. To be consistent with
1ts works the idea must be "useful." For Dewey truth ia not
reallty nor a thing but an abstract name applied to the collec-
tion of actual cases that receive confirmation in their works
and cdnsequenees.a The hypotheszis that works ia true, Use
is a measure of the truth of an idea. Schiller attempts to
refute the correspondence theory of truth in his "Humanism,"
and holds that what 1s useful 13 true and the useless 1is
falsa., The "eternal™ truths are mere postulateas. "A ttruth!
1a what 1s useful in bullding up a science; a 'falsehood!
what 1z useless or noxious for this same purpos_e.“4 Absolute
truth nast be eternally incapable of correetion, and only
time can tell whether any such truth can be secured. Like=

wize, for James, truth is not an Intrinsic or indefinable

Ibld., p. 110. :

wey, Reconstruection in Philesophy, p. 156,
Schiller, Bumanism, De 146.
Schiller, Studles in Humanism, p. 154.
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quality of certaln propositions, as 1t 1s for the intellect-
ualists, but 1s something extrinsic or adventitious which adda
1tself to a fact of experience, and which consists in certain
eoncrete relations supervening between this fact and the fur-
ther course of experience. An i1dea 1s true so long as to be-
lieve it 1is profitable to our lives, and so long as it is
satisfactory to our needs.l As regards this contention, Carus
says that James seems to outdo Benthamt'a utilitarianism.2 How-
ever, if truth is determined in the light of "usefulness,”
many lile2 which are useful must be true. The pragmatists do
not make this point publie, but James and Schiller openly en~
dorse that thelism is true to thése who profit by their falth
in God end atheliam true to those who find it not profitaeble to
bellieve in Him. Such a conception of "utility” as the only
property which all true belliefs have In common cannot stand in
the eyes of G. E. Moore, an outstanding spokesman of new
reallam,.

Hoyce thought James's pragmatie thecry of truth unsatise-
factory, because in mosf actual cases the practical consequences
by which i1deas are to be determined whether true or false can-
not be had within our passing experience.4 But A, W, Moore
holds that the absolute 1dealists and the pragmatists, despite

their quarrel about the problem of truth and ercvor, are agreed

James, Pra%gatism, pPp. 75, 76,

Carus, Truth on Triel, p. 8.

G. E, Moore, Philosophical Studlies, p. 97ff,
Royece, Philosophy of Loyalty, p. o47.
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in the conception of the "active," "econstitutive" character

of thinking, although most 1dealiats consider this character
as belonging only to the ebsolute thought.l Royce admitted
this point of agreement between the two opposing systema, but
from thls character of thinking he argued for the post~Kantian
1deallats' conception of truth, Truth as synthesis of anti-
thetical aspects never ignores but unifies oppositions. Such
a conception of truth, aecording to Royce, is pragmatiec, be-
cause, as the pragmatists at present relate truth to action,
to practice, to the meanling or some active process asccompllished,
" 80 do the post-Kantlan idealliats conceive qf truth in terms

of construction, process, activity, creation, attainment.2 He
daringly concluded that pragmatic movement was only & post-
Kantian empirical idealilatic movement.5 "Truth meets truth;"®
says Royce, "truth is also true. Of these two propositions

I conceive ldeallism to be constituted. If one attempt§ to de=
fine a world of merely relative truth, this world, as soon as
you define it 1n its wholeness, becomes once more your abso-
lute, your truth that 1is true."4 But the pragmatist, in view
of the consideratlon that rationalliam, going from wholes to
parts, always assumes wholes to be self—aufficing,s would never
define anything by appealing to a whole.

The alternatlve betwsen pragmatism and idealism has

A, W, Moore, Pra tism.and Its Critica, pr. 109,
Royce, Lectures on Modern ldealism, pp. 85-86.
Ibid., P ‘.
%ﬁ. cit‘o" P 257, i

emes, A Pluralistic Universe, p. 123.
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shifted from methodology to metaphysies. Reallity for the idesal-
ists, particularly for the absolute 1dealists, 1s ready-made
and complete from all eternity, while for the pragmatists it is
always in the makiﬂg.and 1s growing more complex by addition.,
A real world, as lMead says, conaslats "not of an unchanged uni-
verse, but of a universe which may be continuaslly readjusted
according to the problems arising in the consciousneas of the
individuals within society."l As to what reality 1s, pragma-—
tism again resorts to radical empiriclsm. For idealism things
are ocnly and just what they are known to be; for pragmatism
things are what they are experienced to be., In refuting dual-
1am, James conceived of "pure experience” aas the primal stuff
in the world and as having no inner duplicity. There resides
in the experisnece itself no duslism of being represented and
representing; and in its pure state, there 1s no self-aplit~
ting into consclousness and what the consciousness 1s of, The
subjectivity and objectivity are functional attributes only,
and the instant fleld of the present is the "pure experience.,"”
Yet exﬁerience 13 neithér thing nor thought; 1t is but a col-
lective name for all the sensible natures in things, suech as
those of time, of spasece, of Intensalty, of flatness, of red-
nesa, of hsavineas, and save for time and space (and, 1f you
liké, for *being?) thgre appesrs no universal element of which

all things are made." The diserimination of thought and thing

1 Dewey and Others, Creative Ihtell;ggnce, Pe 223,
2 James, Essays in Radicel Emplricism, p. 23.
3 9_2- cit-. P 27:.




18 due to the faect that experience functions both inside and
outside of the mind; henece, thoughts and things.are made of
the same sturf.l Thus, reality, as 1mmedigte, pure experience,
emphasizes the content of experience, while experience in turn
affirma the proeess of the reality. There is nothing beyond
the realm of experience. A

Neverfheless, experience 1s pluralistlie, not monistic,
Radical emplirieclsm proves pluralism, as experience reveals no
block=-universe, no completely organized harmonious asystem, but
multipllelity, diversity, opposition, heterogeneity. Renouvier's
advoeacy of pluralism and free-wlll freed James from the monis-
tic superstitution and deterministic gquietism as confeased by
James himself.z For plurallism reality exlasts distributively.
For Schiller all immediate experience 1s real and no ultimste
reality can be reached except from this basis and upon the
stimilation of immediate experlience., The dlstinction between
appearance and reality does not eonstitute a relation between
our world and another, nor does 1t lead us to the affirmation
of t he absolute as Bradley supposed 1t to do.3 Sehiller is
opposed to every form of 'a n;iori metaphysical ecriticism?
whieh eondemns the results of our experience mas an 1lluasory
appearance. The sabsolute aimplifies nothing and complicates

everything, redueing conereteness to the illusory adumbration

of a phantom wheole., The 1deallsts mostly seek to preserve the

Ibid., p. 37.

Eames: The Will to Believe, and Other Essays, p. 143; Essays
in Radical EmpIirTeism, pp. 184-85.

Schiller, Humanism, p. 184ff,
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verbal statement of the primary fact of idealism by saying
that though all things exist in consciousness, it 1a in a
divine consclousness that they can 1ﬁfer thelr mutual exis-
tence, but by making such a statement they cannot extricate
idealiam from the embarrassment of 1llusory concepts.1

The pragmatists are unanimously opposed to all monis-
tie systems, and at the expense of monism they argue for plur-
alism. Pluralism, by aasuming the ultimaey of plurality,
avoids the dlifficulty fatal to monism, that is, 1t does not
need to explain away the appearance of plurality in the world
experienced. The one 1s nothing without the many; the many
presuppose the one. Monlsm, resting on the real foot of plur-
ality, is a parasitic theory dependent on pluralism for its
further development, whereas pluralism can assert unity in a
higher sense, which no monlam can reach. A real union which
rluralism holds to be achieved 1s that the many not only in-
teract but aléo act together: and that thelr perfect and hare
monlious interaetion would realigze the 1deal of a true union,
aqd of a real unitedness.a The assumption of an absolute be-
ing is a production of the ratlionalistic temper, according to
James, Yet, so0o far as 1t affords religious comfort to a class
of mindas, James never says that 1t 1s sterile but he admits
that "it has that amommt of value."s At any rate, the monistie

hypothesls or the theory of the absolute is particularly com-

1 Sehiller, Riddles of the Sphinx, pp. 260, 261.
2 Ibild., p. .
3 James, Pragmatism, p. 73.




relled to be an article of falth, affirmed dogmatically and
exclusively. But plurallism has no need of thia dogmatie rigor-
istic temper.

However, llke the idealiats, the pragmatists hold a tee
leological view of the world, and argue for it from evolution-
i1sm whieh they have taken into theinr methodology.l Causation
for the pragmatists 1s a matter of evolutlon. It is teleologi-
cal since ecause 1s instrumental to effect. "Free-will," says

James, "practically means noveltles in the world, the right to

expect that in 1ts deepest slements as well as in 1its surface
phenomena, the future méy not identieally repeat and imitate
the paat."z Regarding the problem of evil, the sole gquestion
for him is not why evil should exiast at gll, but how the actu-~
al amount of it can be lessened by our effort.5 Thus the
melioristic assertion of pragmatism holds free~will to be a
general cosmlic theory of promise or a doetrine of relief, pre-
suppesing that things may become better. As regards God, the
pragmatic conception 1is "radically" empirical. God is not ab-
soclute but finite; He 1s discovered, experlenced, and used, -
All the abeolutistic attributes the rationalists have offered
to our conception of God are condemmed by James as merely con-
stituting an absolutely worthless invention of the scholastic

4
mind. The pragmatic theism is thus very Intimately connected

Schiller, Humanism, p. 155.

James, Pra t¥sm, pp. 118~19.

James, A PﬁuraIIstie Universe, p. 1l24.

James, VarTetles of Rellglious Experience, p. 447,
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with J. S. Mill'ea empirical theism.

S0 much for the pragmatic opposition to the idealist me th-
cdology and metaphyslcs, It 1s clear thaf in pragmatism one
tology is condl tioned by epistemology &s much as it is in
1deallsm. Schiller affirme indebtedness to Kant for his con-
nection of ontology with epistamalogy; Standing on the "right"
wing of pragmatiam, Schiller is i1idealistic in compariaonvwith
other pragmatists, Regarding the contention that humanism 1is
aubjectiviastic, James had to admit i1ts subjectivity to the ex-
tent, that some of the realities the humanist declared for
true were created by his being thére, and that, unlike the
rationalists who assumed the guaranty of the absolute truth
of their preéent ﬁeliefu, the humanist holds them to be sub-
Ject to revision in the light of future experience«l However,
1t admits of no doubt that the pragnatists in methodology adopt
"empiricism" and in ontology elaborate "empiriciem," or the
theory of a world of "pures experience.” The same eorrelation
between epliastemology and ontology exlsts in ldeallism; and, be-
eause of this, contemporary realism 1s equally incompatible
with idealism and pragmetism. On the other hand, Bradley, in
excess of loyalty to the "Hegelian dynasty," never willingly
concedes such a world of "pure experience" to the pragmatists,
contending fhat, since James, considering reality as one stream
of.immediate experience, left incompletely solved the question

“"what is experience” which he ought to have considsred more

1 Jamesa, Essays in Radical Empiricism, p. 251,
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seriously, his metaphysies 1s utterly insignificant in the
hiastory of thought;.1

The Hegeliansa 1n the English~spesking countries insist
on the complete reality of the total unity of thought in the
absolute mind and maintain the partial unity of the thoughts
of 1ndividua1 minds, In reaction to the Hegellansa as well as
to the pragmatists, as we may say, the neo;idealiats in Italy
under the leadership of Benedstto Croce (1866- ) and G. Gen-
tile (1875~ ) advocate the abandonment of the statie abso~
lute, and concentration on the multipliecity and 1mmeaiacy of
experience in the individual mind, For them, mind, being ac-
tive, self-creative, and self-creating, is literally the only
thing in the world: beside=s mind there is no such all genera=-
tive absolute. The universe asctually 1s and exists as an un-
rolling of events; its ultimate reallity is a perpetual becom-
ing, whose completion, they hold, would bse self-contradietory.2

Some of the present-day ldeallsts in CGermany, headed
by Wilhelm Windelband (1848~ ) and Rudolf Eucken (1846- ),
have emphasized practice rather than theory. Frledrich Nietz-
sche (1844-1900), who held to knowledge, to power, and to force,
was not an 1dealist nor a pragmatist, But his adherence to in-
dividualism and h is gospel of the ideal of the over-man in eon-

trast with the Philistine in the latter half of the nineteenth

eentury revealed a "pragmatie" reaction to the traditional

1 Bradley, Essays on Truth and Reality, pp. 149-58.
2 Joad, Iﬁtroaucﬁion Eg Modern osophy, DPe. 43.




philosophy. The ideallstlic Eucken, however, has elaborated a
philosophy of 1ife, treating of the sourcea of man's strength,
and of the meaning and purpose of his spiritual endesvor.

Hia attitude 1s anti-intellectualistic: he rests less upon
subtleties of argument and more upon the enthusiasm which he
can impart for his convietions., His main purpose 1s not to
develop a new category, but to foster a new culture -~ to bring
& religious inapiration to bear upon the problems of the world

1
of human labor.

e . e

1 Gibson, Rudolf Fucken's Philosophy of Life, pp. 10-11,




Chapter IV
REALISM VERSUS IDEALISM

The rivalry between reallsm and 1deallism mast go back
to the opening of the modern era if we consider the rational-
istic 1deallsm of Descartes as a direct reaction against the
scholastic roealism of the medieval period. The Platonic real-
ists, best represented by St. Anselm, and the Aristotelien
realists, led by Thomas Aquinas, who were all agreed that
"universals" as realitles exist independently of "particular"
things, were combatted by John Duns Scotus (c. 1265-1308) and
William of Occam (c. 1280-1347), the best known spokesmen of
nominalism, who conceived of "universals" as mere names for
particuiar things, not prior to them, nor in them, but after
them. Nevertheless, both the Thomists and Scotists stood
for nailvely realistie authoritarianism and unanimously advo=-
cated the complete union of reason and falth. The constant
warfare between these two schocls only haatened the downfall
of scholasticism, as their common inadequacy and inconsistency
exposed by thelr own quarrels intensified the antagonism of

modern thinkers,
1 .
Modern realism, however, fundamentally differs from

medleval realism. It 1s a realism of "individuals," insisting .

1 Under "modern reallism' I ineclude common sense reasllism, new
realism, and critical realism.
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on the obJjective exlistence of an outer world of individual
things beyond the knowlng subject. The primary object modern
.realiats have In common 1s the refutation of 1dealism. Thnough
they never mean in any sense to avenge medieval resalists,
thelr points of agreement are mainly based on a common hostili-
ty to 1dealism. In opposition to the sceptical 1deslism or
pan-phenomenalism of Hume, Thomas Reid (1710-1796) propounded
common sense rsoalism among Scottish thinkers, He criticized
Hume via Locke and Berkeley. As we have seen, Locke 1n his
theory of knowledge started with three terms, namely, mind,
1dea, and matter or thing; Berkeley disproved matter and re-
tained mind and idea; while Hume diasproved both matter and
mind. As for Reid, he maintainea ths possibility of direct
intercourse between mind and matter, and by so0 dolng he began
with principles guaranteed by common sense,

For more than a hundred years Reld's resalism was in-
fluential both abroad and at home. In order to combat the
sensationalism of Condillac (1715-1780), who had lmported
British empiriecism onto French 3011, Royer-Collard (1763-1845)
Introduced Reld to the cﬁrrent-Freneh thinkers, and Jouffroy
(1796-1742) translated Reld's works into French. In Scotland,
Dugald Stewart (1753-1828) accepted Reld's teachings in oppo-
sition to the materialism of the first assoclationists, such
as David Hartley, Joseph Priestly, and Erasmus Darwin, and to-
gether with Thomas Brown (1778-1820) he contributed a great

deal to the popularization though not much to the advancement
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of the Scottish philosophy of common sense. The greatesat
common sense philosopher and logiecian In the nineteenth cen-
tury was Sir Willliaeam Hamilton (1788-1856), who, in condemning
Kant's transcendentalism and Hegel's intellectualism, pro-
claimed "to know i3 to condition" - a doctrine of relativity
againat absolutiam., Common sense reallism was transported to
Americe as an anti-idealistic weapon first by John Withere
spoon (1723=-1794), a contemporary of Reild, and later by James
MeCosh (1811-1894), & pupil of Hamilton.

In continental Eurcpe there appearsd 1n opposition to
the Hegélians certain realists, who were in fact precursors
of the preéent-day new realism. J. F. Herbart (1776-1841)
confronted Hegelts monistlc idealism with his pluralilastiec
realism. Ernst Mach's view set forth in his "Anelysals of
Sensations™ that the sensible elements of the phyasical and
the psychical are the same is numbered by R. B. Perry, & new
realist, among the classlies of new realism, though HMach neg-
lected the logical analysis of those elements into certain
more fundamental relationuhips.l Likewise, Richard Avenarius
(1843-1896) has exercised considerable influence among many
American realists, such as Perry, E. B, Holt, and especially
We Ta Bush.z The Austrian psychologlst Franz Brentano (1838-
1917), who held psychic activity to be directed primarily

upon outward objects and only secondarlly, in retroapect,

1 Perry, Pressesnt Philosophical Tendencles, p. 310.
2 Kremer, §§>ﬂoo¢ﬂeaIIsme Americain, D. Eééffs
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upon itself, led his student Alexius Melinong (1853-1920) to
the formulation of the realilistic "theory of objecta"” and "the=
ory of value." Edmnd Husserl (1859« ), like ieilnong, in-
spired by Brentano, holds that consclousnesas, which consists
of acts and objeets, may be regarded as lying between the ego
and the objJect. Whether Husserl be a realist or 1ldeallist, the
minute analysis of the cognitive process made by him contains
many suggestions for the contemporary réalists;l Both Helnong
and Husserl have been greeted by Bertrand Russell and C. D.
Broad in Englend. 0. Kilpe's (1862-1915).1nsistencé on the
transcendsence of the object of knowledge must have contributed
to the theory of immanence held by the hew realists.2 Another
important realistic philosopher in the continent 1s Harald
HOffding (1843~ }, & Danish thinker, who under the influ-
ence of Séren Kilerkegaard (1813-1855), the most inspiring
Seandinavian philosopher of the nineteenth century, has elab-
orated his realistic view that thought as s mere psrt of real-
ity enables us to adapt ourselves to reality but cannot be
proved to be typical of 1t.3 In England the ploneering neo-
realiatic protest against the cardinal principles of modern
idealism was lnaugurated by Thomas Case in his "Physical
Realism®” first published in 1888. The work was designed, Case

Perry, Philosophy of the Recent Past, p. 210.

The theory of Emmaﬁ?hce 13 advocated particularly by R. B.
Perry, who identifies 1t with the presentative theory of
perception or epistemological monism that a known thing it~
self directly enters into a relation which forms the idea
or content of & mind.

3 Perry, Philosophy of the Recent Past, p. 206ff,
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says, "to combat psychological 1dealism by means of physical
realism, and to appeal from the hypothesis of psychical data

to the physical objects of science.“1 It reveals that, the
"new" realism Case preached, unlike common sense realism, re-
sorts to the achievements of scignce syatematically, and yet

i1t 1s not any new form of naturalism but a new born philosophi-
cal system which profits by naturalism in its methodology.

In spite of 1ts failure in metaphysicsa, the methodologil-
cal value of naturalism cannot be under-estimated. The re-
vival of scholasticism has revealed the effort on the part of
the neo=-Thomlats to harmonize the trends of medleval thought
with the achlevements of sclence and to modernize the officlal
vhilosophy of the Catholie Chureh by keeplng themselves abreast
with modern scientific progress, while not precisely departing
from the attlitude of the medleval thinkers. Contemporary real-
iam? and nsturelism are doubtless agreed that the mccredlted
regults of seience are trastworthy and that physical nature
exlists independently of human knowledge. By the ald of the
mathematical scienéea, contemporary reallsts have striven to
prove the priority of the loglcal procedure. Under the leader-
ship of Bertrand Russell and A, N. Whltehead, many contemporary
realists, 1n whose eyes loglec and mathematics merge into one

technigue of intellectual analysis, have elaborated and applied

1 Case, Physical Realism, Pe 14.
2 By "econtemporary reallsm" I mean both the new realism and
critieal reallism together. '



the resultant "mathematical" or "symbolic" logle. Similarly,
to refute the 1dealistic aasertion of the priority of the
cognltlve process, they rely upon the blological scilences.

Man 1s but a complicated and highly developed form in compari-
son wilth other organisms., Mind, as lolt says, 1s the nervous
reasponse which seleets and defines the content of conseious-
ness; psychology 1s primarlly the science of response, and

80 1s bound to be largely physiological.l The conceptlion of
mind as behavioristic action - constituted by interest and the
nervous system - and mental contents, 1s very common among

the reallsts, To inquire into the mental content and function,
Perry adopts the method of introspection, and in investigat-
ing the contents of other minds the method of observation.2
The realistlie affirmation of the practical and empirical char-
acter of the knowledge process, and the blological theory of
consciousness, reflect the legacy of Willliam James, master

of two realistiec scholars at Harvard, namely, Perry and Mon-
tague. FNevertheless, behaviorism has exercised considerable
influence on the realists, too. C. A. Strong's interpreta-
tion that In immedliate experience physical movement or the
tendeney thereto 1s a factor in the cognitive pi-ocesa,5 and
George Santayana's adherenee to "animal falth," are equally

behavioristic. Thus, for all the eontemporary realists

1 Holt, The Concept of Consclousness, p. 338,
2 Perry, Present gﬁif?sop ca endencies, p. 275ff,

3 Strong, A Theory of Knowledge, p. <4.
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philosophy 1s and ought to be a sclence in method, and it 4if-
fers from science in the nature of the subjects whileh 1t deals
with. Falthfulness to science 1ia certainly one of the basic
factors around which contemporary realism has developed.
Another basice factor is the preference for deductive
reasaoning, in which both realism and 1dealism are agreed. But
they Aiffer as to its technical process: reallism advocateas the
necesslty of analysis, while ldealism stands for the validity
of synthesis., There are simple mathematlical judgments in
which we can know, according to Russell, the general proposi=-
tion without inferring it from instances, so that deduction
is as useful as 1nduct10n.1 Russell even choosesa to consider
deduction as master and induetlion as servant, when he =ays
that ﬁhe introduction of the inductive method resulted mere-
1y in the widening of the seope of deductlion by polnting ocut
8 new way of deducling and that in the flinal form of a per-
fected aclence everything ocught to be deductive.2 Owing to
thelr dlscovery of certain a priori logical constants, the
realists clalm the possibllity of logical analysis of every-
thing into simple elements and consider the true function of
logic as anaslytic rather than synthetic. Analysis is de-
s¢ribed by the new realists as "only the careful, aystematie,

3
and exhaustive examination of any tople of discourse."” The

% Russell, Problems of Philoaoghg, P. 123.
Russell, Tclentific 1losoghx, Pe 34,

% Holt and Others, The New Reallsm, D.




various types of analysis are enumerated and 1its validity is
defended by E. G. Spaulding in "The New Realism," a coopera-~
tive work of six American new reallists,

Contemporary realism is fundamentally opposed to the
confuslion of metaphyslics with epiétemology, with which modern
idealism hasz been charged. ‘The history of modern idealism
marks a gradual subjectivistie encroachment on the objective
world ~ an abaorption ending in complete subjectivity as in
the solipaisms of the absolutists.. The i1dealistic assertion
of the priorlty of the cognitive process affirms the identi-
fication of the laws of reality with those of logic, which
eventually ascribes a priorl importance to epiétemology.
Henee, the dependence of being upon the knoving of it, ana
the dependence of ontology upon epistemology. The primary
object of realism is to emancipate metaphysics from eplstemo~
logy. In order to accomplish this, realism first as a doc-
trine of revolt has eﬁdeavéred to demolish the cardinal prine-
eiples of mddern l1deallism, and next as a theory of reform it
has advanced several famous arguments for its own cardinal
principles - ths assertion éf the priority of the logical pro-
cedure and that‘of the independence of being upon the knowing
of 1t. The conventlional technique of contemporary realists
is to refute 1dealliam first, aﬁd then establish their own
principlea; and by so doing they emancipate the subjectified
world, step by step, to 1ts original state of objectivity.

The objectivistic emancipation of the subjJectified world is
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the most important feature of the establishment of contem=-
porary realism, The baslc factors of reallsm thus stand out
clearly rceveanled agalnst those of idealism - falthfulness to
sclence against loyalty to religlon, nreference for analytic
deduction against that for synthetic deductlon, and finally
‘objectivistic emancipation of the subjectified world against
subjectivistic encroachment on the objective world.

The fundamental 1ssue between realism and ldeallsm
arises from the "ego-centric predicament,” the difflculty or
Impo=ssalbility of conecelving known things to exist independent-
1ly of any knowing subject, unon whilich Berkeley's dictum "esse
est percipil" 1s based. . According to the realists, the aubse=
quent 1deallsts merely restate this dletum and by so doing
they multiply the number of difficultles Involved In it. Re=
alism and idealism are agreed: No objects, no mind. But real=-
ism proceeds to the refutation of the added vroposition: No
mind, no objects. Realism first accuses 1dealism of basing a
false concluslion on a true proposition. The inference that,
because a glven thing l1s seen, 1ts belng seen constitutes
1ts existence or 1s its essentiml and exclusive status, 1s
an error. "To say of a physical object that 1t existed at

* says G. E. Moore, "will always consist merely

a given time,'
in saying of some sensible, not that 1t existed at the time
in queétion, butlsomething qulite different and quité immense- .

1y complicated.™ To conceive a particular term of any

1 tdoore, Philosophlical Studlies, p. 191.
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system as belonging to sueh system exclusively is due to the
fallacy of "exclusive particularity." "Esse" 1s one thing,
"percipl” i1s another; "esse" may be "percipi"” occasionally but
not exclusively. Owing to the fallacy, "esse" 1s held to be
mental since "percipi" 1s mental, The necessary connection of
"esse" with "percipi" is on the other hand due to the fallacy
of pseudo=-simnlicity. Without having been logically analyzed,
the simpliclity of a concept cannot be asserted. Spaulding by

an analysis in situ eclalms to emancipate "esse" from "percipi"

and shows in "The New Rationalism" how epistemological, onto-
loglenl, cosmologlcal, theologlical, and psychologlcal elements
are Intermingled in Berkeley's pnseudo=-simple axiom.1 Accord-
ing to Moore, the ideallsts! necessary connection of the two
terms 1s caused by thelir fallure to distinguleh the one from
the other.2 "Egsse" and "percipil" are never synonyms. He con-
demms the 1deallstice assertion as utterly unfounded, because
what 13 experlenced cannot he identified with the exnerience
~of 1t, The 1dealists' use of the word "idea" is confusing
when they hold that an idea cannot exist apart from a mind.
Obviously the& consider the 1dea as the external thing 1tself,
The i1dea must be analyzed intc distinet elements, namely, ex-
perience and content; because each sense-perception can be

analyzed into the fact that there l1s experience and what ias

experienced. Agaln, the 1dealists say: 'Being'! 1s mental;

1 Spaulding, The New Rationalism, p. 238,
2 __B. cit-’ De 15.
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tﬁerefore 'reallty' 1is mental. Sueh a conclusion is due to an
implied major premise: 'Being' 1s 'reality'!. Then 'being' may
be mental, but 'reality' 1s not necessarily mental, The in-
verse 1s not always true, The syllogism 1a a fallacious con=-
verslon. Traditlionally, modern 1dealists have been loyal to
theliem and so have willingly undertakeﬁ the champlonship of
spiritualiam. Whenever they cannot loglically vprove the spirit-
uality of reallity, they acquiesce in such a definition by
Initlial predieation. But, 1in order toc affirm their fallaclous
conclusion, they look to the self-creative apirit, which con-
fers upon man the prlority of consclousness, or prescribeas the
constitution of the universe. From this speculative dogma
there follow the error of verbal suggestion, the use of equi-
voecal words and fictltlious concepts, and the fallacy of 1111~
cit importance. All these logical fallacies are found in ab-
solute idesllam.

Hume, though he explalined away the substantiality of
the mind, did not attempt to prove the complete 1lndependence
of the impressions of the mind, nor did he explain how one
bundle of sense-lmpreasions could know in any way another e-
qually real bundle of sense~impressions. He merely made mean-
ingless the conception of percelved objects subjJectified as
mental states. In the hands of Kant, who 1dentified logic
with the cognitive orocess, spaée and time were subjectified,
then twelve categorlies or logical constants,_and finally the
laws of nature were considered as preseribed by the understand-

ing. vAccordingly, by eriticizing Kant's assertions, contem-
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porary realists attempt to emancipate space and time, the
loglcal entltles, and the laws of nature.

The obJective reality of space and time has besen re-
peatedly affirmed by the realists, They are not mere forms of
our senaibility, but conditions of things and their motions ba-
yond the range of our sansibility.l Kant's assertion that
mathematical resasonings always use intuitiona, namely, the a
priorl knowledge of time and space, according to Ruassell, 1=
now capable of a final and irrevocable refutation. "By the
help of ten vprinciples of deduction and ten other premises of
a general loglical nature (e.g. 'implication is.u relationt),"
says Russell, "all mathematics can be strietly and formally
deduced; and all the entities that occur in mathematics can
be defined in terms of those that occur in the above twenty
premises.“z Nowadays, for all algebra and analysis,‘we need
not assume any materlal beyond the integers definsble in logle
cal terms, It 1s thils seclence that 1s fatal to the Kantian
theory of a priori intuitions - time and space - as the basis
of mathematics. Kant and his followers have arsued agalnst
the apparent facts - infinlite extent and infinite divisibility-
aseribed to space and time on the ground of the supposed im-
possibility of an infinité collection. But the later mathe-

matielans, notably Georg Canter, have suecceeded in demonstra-

ting that the supposed lmpossibility of infinlite collections

Case, Physical Realism, p. 6.
RusselY, Principles of Mathematics, p. 4.
Ibid. I} p. Isg.
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was a mistake, and in using loglec to show the posssbillity of
a spsce and time more or leass AdAifferent from those in whiech
we live.l

Among all the contemporary realists S. Alexander has
consldered the problem of space end time most seriously. In
contrast with the relational doctrine that space and time con-
sist of relations between things or entlitles, and that they are
respectively the order of coexistence and of succession of en-
titles, Alexander advocates the view that Space and Timez are
not merely the order of eco-existence or sucecession of things,
but are the ultimate stuff out of which ﬁhings or events are
made, Under thia theory, the finites - things and events =
are complexes of extension and duratioﬁ. Space and Time pos=
sess continulty and infinity as crude, original charseters
which are préaented and apprshended in exﬁenience.s Both Spsace
and Time for Alexander are absolutely Interdependent. Since
both are infinite continua - the former of innumersble points
and the latter of innumerable instants,- and the one cannot be
concelved aside from the other, there can be no spatial point
without a temporal instant, and no temporal instant without a
position in space. A point occurs at an instant which in turn
occupies a point. Hencq, the coneeption of the whole Space-~

Time as an infinite continuum of pure events or point-instants.

o=

Rus=sell, Problems of Philosophy, pp. 229, 230.

Alexander uses capltal letters for Space and Time in general
or as wholes, and small letters for any portion of them.
Alexander, Space, Time and Deity, Vol. I, pp. 38-43.
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Total Space-Time 13 the synthesis of all perspectives or

points of wview, by which the apprehensaible world 18 constituted.
Vhat 1s true of the world is true of the mind, which is not
anything a priori but the sxperienced continuum of mental

acts In terms of Space-Time. The fundamental properties of
Space-Time are described as categories, which are pervasive

and prerogative in all existents whatever, and which are in
fact the. esaentlal and unliversal constlituents of whatever 1s
experienced, They are & priori and non-empirlcal in contrast
with the empirlcal qualities, both primary and secondary,

which can bes apprehended in compresence with the mind owing to
thelr dependence upon those & priori features of tpace~Time.
Alexander sympathizes with Kant for the latter's assertion that
the categories, though contributed by mind, are veritable ele-
ments in objective knowledge. Yet he constantly reproaches
Kant for the sharp distinction drawn between Space-~Time and

the categories, and conalders the air of artificiality .and
unresolved miracle in Xant!'s analysls as due to the unfortu-
nate separation of Space and Time from the éategoriea.l Fl-
nally, Alexander openly declares that Space-Time takes the
place of the absolute in idealistic systema, and that all
finltes, thbugh absorbed 1into the one, still conserve thelr
relative reality.2 The world as the infinlte becoming has no
beginning nor ending. It 1s Space~Time which 1= all exlatence.

1 . cit PPe 190-=92,
2 %s.z—'.. o. 348.



But Space~Time 1s not the substance of substances, but the
stuff of substances, of thihgs, of existents. Evidently Alex-
ander holds to a metaphysic of what we may call spatlo-tem=-
poral monism,

The reallists have not paid mach attention to the cri-
ticism of Hegel. Only the dilalectic method of reasoning has
been directly attacked. It 1a eriticised by Russell in his
"Mysticism and Logiec™ as the appplication of an irrational
mysticlsm; and Alexander maintains that Hegel’s Thesis, Antle
thesis, and Synthesls are not categorles at all, since they
are not a priori conatants of sll existences, but are rather
the concepts of the various phases of natural existence ~ e.g.
"mechaniam” and "chemism" and "life." It seems inevitable
to most of the realists that 1f they succeed in theilr cam=
paign againat Berkeley and Kant, Hegel cannot hold without sup=
port from hils two predecessors, What they have dealt with as
rogards Hegel 15 mainly a eriticism of a pupill through his
masters, while ignoring the fact that Hmsgel in many aspects
surpassed preceding thinkers. Formslism, equlvocation, dog-
matism, and solipsiam, with which absolutists have been charged,
are considered by the reallists, suech as Perry-and Montague, to
be mainly due to the absurdity and inevitablility 6f the logical
climax of sub jectivism.

So mech for the consideration of reallsm as a doctrine

of revolt against ideallsm. It 18 not less necessary to investi-

1 Ibid., p. 205f.




gate on the other hand how and why contemporary resalism claims
to be a theory of reform. In order to emanecipate metaphysics,
the realists have attempted to show that the cognitive con-
sciousness 1s not a priori. For the realists, eplatemology 1s
not the fundamental seience that the ldealiste have supposed
it to be., It is one of the special sclences, such as physics
and blology. As an inquiry into the relatlion between knowing
and the something lnown, epistemdlogy studles knowledge as a
natural event just like blology studlies 1life or phaylcs elec-
tricity. In phllosophy, to use Alexandert's languasge, 1t forms
a mere chapter among all different branches. The nature of
things cannot be sought In the nature of knowledge, because
eﬁistemology is even posterlor to other baslic sciences, such
as psychology, blology, logle, ete. The metaphysales of Locke,
Rerkeley, Kant, and Hegel were supported by thelr various epis-
temological proofs, whereas Santayana for his realism has ad-
vanced three proofs - the blologileal, the psycholegieal, and
the logieal - instead of appealing to’epistemology.l If the
cognitive cqnsclousnaas is not prior to outward things per-
ceiﬁed, the being of those thingé does not and need not depend
upon the perceiving or knowing of them by the mind. Contem—
porary realism as a theory of reform has formulated lts theory
of independence -~ non-dependence of being upon the knowing of
it, - for whieh there have been advanced five Iimportant argu-

menta especially worth econsidering.

1 Dreke and Others, Essays in Critical Realism, p. 163ff,
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First of all, contemporary realists all adhere to the
priority of certain logical constants or categories, which are
existents independent of the understanding, and with which the
realiats have replaced thoag of Kant. Categories as logical
conatants are indefinable, and independent of one another and
of experience. They are of one stuff, nelther mental nor phy-
sical. The comparsatively conerete and partiecular categories
or entities are deseribed by Holt as more complex, and the ab-
gstract onea as more simple and fundamantal.l C. D. Broad has
undertaken to prove in his "Seientific Thought" that the recog-
nition of the existence of certgin loglcal entltlies 13 not
nalvely realistic in any sense.d Most philosophers, according
to him, have to admit the existence of such entities. Even
in Berkeley's theory, there 1s involved the existence of cer=
tain entities, namely, the volitions or sensations of God,
whieh are independent of the finite and are neutral as between
two finite minda, Melinong, who first introduced into philoso-
phy the term "objective" in dealing with the extramental exis-
tents, including both primary and secondary qualities, has ex-
ercised much Influence upon T, P. Nunn ahd Russell with respect
to the problem of loglcal constants, In hia "Prineiples of
Mathematica® Russell attempts to prove that all pure mathe-
matics deals exclusively with concepts definable only in a few

fundamental logical concepts, and its propositions can be

1 Holt, The Concept of Conselousness, p. 160,
2 Broaa, EcienEITEc Thought, De. .




deduced from s few fundamental loglcal principles. The inde-
finables, according to Ruassell, are attained primarily as the
necessary reslidue 1n a proecess of analysis. For this Russell
acknowledges his indebtedness to G. E. Moore. "I have ac-~ -
cepted from him," says Russell, "the non-existential nature

of propositions (except such as happen to assert existence)
and their independence of any knowlng mind; alsce the pluralism
which regards the world, both that of existents and that of
entities, as composed of an infinite number of mutually inde-
rendent entitles, with relations which are ultimate, and not
reducible to adjectives“of thelr terms or of the wheole which
these compose."l These doctrines, as he confesses, saved him
many difficultles in formulating his phllosophy of mathematics
snd especlally his logical atomism, The world iz made up by
these loglcal atoms or entities, which are nelther physical
nor mentsl, but which perﬁeate both matter and mind.2 As
things are complexes of Space~Time, s3ays Alexander, the logl-
cal categories enter into thé mind, whlich 13 only a highly dew=
veloped spatlo-temporal complex, as well as into the constitu-
tion of everything-else.s The loglc of the realists, particu-
larly the new realilsts, 1s not any loglc of thought, but the
loglc of existence. Holding that logic and mathematlics ought
to merge into one, they clalim to dilscover mathematical axioms

or truths and logical categories or self-evident concepts, and

Russell, Prilineiples of Mathomatics, p. viii,
Russell, The Ana Ixais 6? Mind 6.
Alexander, Space, and ﬁ: Vol. I, p. 330.
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assert that thelr discovery of those indefinable constants

can never affect the latter In any way. Naturally their posi-
tivistic ontology is constructed upon the ground.of the prior-
ity of the logical procedure. Metaphysics 1s described by

We. T. Marvin as the study of the logical foundations of sclence
and the theory of roality.l The busliness of metaphyslics, ac-
cording to Alexander, is "to describe the fundamental or a
pricril charactgrs of things 1f there are such, and the relations
between them.," The cosmology of the realists is on the whole
svolutionistic owlng to thelr interest 1in blology and physiologi-
cal psychology. Alexander seemingly tends toward a volitlonal
conception of immortality, namely, in terms of our desire for

a future life, and yet he holds that, since lmmortallity cannot
be demonstrated experlimentally, we have to acqulesce in what

we know and to scrutinlze the evidence presented to us, and
not rather to accept our view in accordance with a wiah.3 Dur-
ant Drake has advanced one step further in disposing of the
problem, "Even 1f there 1s evidence cof the existence of an
immaterial Soul interacting with the brain-process,"™ he aays,
that evidence does not point to the lmmortality of such an
Immaterial Entity."4 Freedom»the realista do ﬂot Iinterpret

in terms of indeterminism. In the valuable sense 1t is the

demand that our volitlions be the reesult of our own dealres,

Holt and Others, The New Realism, p. 45.
Alexander, The Basis of Reallsm, p. 4.

Alexander, Space, Time and Dslt Vol. II, pp. 423=-24,
Drake, Hiﬁd and its Place in ﬁa%ﬁre, Pe 224.
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not of an outside force compelling us teo will what we would
rather not.1 Such a demand, however, 1s directly concerned
with mechanical causation which 1s not indeterminism but in
faet determinism, Therefore, Russell has come to conclude
that the problem of free will versus determinism is mainly
1il1lusory, and in part not yet capable of being declsively
solved.2 Quite similarly, Alexander concelves of freedom as
"the form which causal action masumes when both cause and ef-
feet are enjoyed," namely, as d=termination enjoyed, or in en-
joyment, and human freedom as "a case of something universal
which 13 found wherever the distinction of enjoyment and con-
tem.plation,3 in the widest sense of those terms, is found."4
Alexander's thelsm 1s the doectrine that God as the being which
possesses delty aa the divine quality, 1s the next higher em-
pirical quality than mind or any other level of existence.5
The metaphyslcs of the realists, though based on the priority
of the loglcal procedure in the same way, differ from one another.
Nevertheless, without difriéulty woe may conclude that they are
in general pluralistliec, positivistic, and evolutionistie.

The new reallsts, especilally those who have won fame

as mathematicians, have advanced an argument for their theory

of independence on the ground of the validity of symbolic or

Russell, Scilentific Jethod in Philosophy, p. 236,
Russell, Mystliclism and Lo ic, p. 208,

We shall see later how exander distinguishes between en-
joyment and contemplation.

Alexander, op. cit., p. 315.

Ibid., pPp. 241-

O QUM
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mathematical logle. Firat of all, symbolie loglc testifies
to the reality of the logical concepts, which analysis aims
to reach ultimately. Furthermore, the reality of these basile
entitles 1nvolv§s the reality of space and time, as has been
frequently noticed. Again, symbolic loglc facllitates the
method of deduction. Finally, 1t 1s employed by the realists
to prove the externality of relatiofita - the basis of the cen=-
tral argument for the theory of independence,

The most important argument for the theory of indepen-
dence has been advanced from the externallty of relations, be-
cause the fundamental issue between realisn and idealism is
whether relations are external or internal, The ideallstie
spokesman on the internality of relatlons was Bradley.l His
axiom of iInternal relations holds that relations are parts or
states of thelr terms. ZEvery object 1s inevitably related to every
other object in the universe. It would not be what i1t is unless
it stood in all these relatlions to other objects. Hence, its
relations do contribute to the nature and being of the object,
Therefore, Bradley boldly declared that, as all things are
interrelated, the nature of each forms part of the nature of
all, and that accordingly thelr interrelationship reveals the
existence of the absolute whole. It is the realistic Bertrand
Russell who has been leading adventurous volunteers in attempte
ing a dash at Bradley. They endeavor to support thelr argument

for the externality of relations first by the analysis of simple

1 Bradley, Appearﬁnce and Reallty, chap. 111,
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terms, All existents are in relation, Relations may be be=
tween 1deas or mental acts but they are not created by the
mind, Then, if all individual relations are externsl reali-
ties, no relation 1s a pert of the term whlich 1t relates. In
the propoaition, "the term (a) is in the relation R to the
term (b)," (2)R in no degree constitutes (b), nor does (b)R
constitute (a), nor does R constitute either (a) or (b). The
relations between terms are aomgthing external added to the
terms.l They are new terms added to the original terms and

80 have existénce as the original ones, Russell has developed
another proof for the externality of relatlions from asymmetrie
cal relations.z These relations are sueh as always preclude
the i1dentity of the inverse with the origlnal relation. Thus,
the word "ia," for example, deaignates so many different vari-
eties of "relation” in which one subject stands to 1ts comple-
ments that 1t is impossible to identlfy the inverse with the
original relation or to analoglize the relation in one case to
that in another or to symmetrize any varieties of relations with
each other., The third and final proof is derived from the no-
tions of the infinity and continulty of space and time. In-
abllity to prove the extermnal reality of'space and time led to
the conception of them ss illusory, unreal, or subjective forms

of cognition. The three problems of the infinitesimal, the

infinite, and continmulty, by which Zeno was puzzled In making

1 Perry, Pressnt Philosophlical Tendencles, p. 319,
2 Russeil, Principles of HMathematics, chap. xxvi,
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Achllles overtake the tortoise, have been successfully solved,
according to Hussell - the first by Welerstrass, while the
‘soiution of the other two was bagun by Dekekind and definitely
accomplished by Cantor.1

The asbove mentloned three logileal Arguments are in
fact inter-dependént. There are two more arguments - the bilo-
logical and the psychological., These two are inter-dependent
as regards each other, but support the logilcal arguments by
disproving the prlority of consciousness.

Blologically the realists argue from the adaptability
of the human organism to its environhent. For idealism, mind
1s the measure of things. Realism l1s to de-anthropomorphize:
"to order man and mind to their proper place among the world
of finite things; on the one hand to divest physical things
of the colouring which they have recelved from the vanity or
arrogance of mind; and on the other to assign themAalong with
minds their measure of self—existence.“2 The supposition of
mind as superior to physical things is entlirely due to the
self=-flattering hablt of the scholastic mind. All realists
are agreed in the conceptlion of the mind in terms of action
and reaction to its environment., When the mind funectlions, it

is always relative to 1ts non-mental object. The mental act

of that moment is the coﬁaeious response to some non-mental

1 Russell, Mystiecism and Logle, pp. 81l-92,
2 Alexanéer, The Basis of ﬁeaiism, Pe 1.
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) 1
existent which is 1ts object, "We human beinge," affirms

J. B. Pratt, "are so co-ordinated with the reat of nature

that when our psycho-physical organisms are acting normally
our percepts refer to and correspond with existent entities
whieh are not part of our mental content."2 The mind is the
"brain-mind"” or the receptive and reactive organ sensitive to
stimull, which are transmuted into presentations, whereby in-
terests are aroused in the seme brain-mind and focussed in the
consclous self operating analytically and synthetically. The
‘reallista, with the exceptlion of Russell, hold that any atimuli
which arouse the brain-mind to activity are non-mental and so
external., BRussell declares iIn "The Analysis of Mind" himself
to be a realist as regards sensation, but not as regardas memo=-
ry or thought;5 for memory and thought, ac¢cording to him, Iin-
volve something essentially psychlical. Like the pregmatists,
the realists discrimlinete between mind and consciocusness. The
mind functlions passively, but 1t functions actively when 1t
exerclises ita selective response in a conscious activity to
cortain stimull. The passivity end receptivity of the nature
of the mind necessitate the existence of an environment which
is constantly discharging stimull towards the mind. The selec~
tive reaponse of the consclous actlivity of thg mind proves

the preexistence and the independent existence of an environ-

ment. If there 1s to be any response, to use Perry's language,

1 Alexander, Space, Time, and Deit VYol. II, p. 117,
2 Drake and’oiﬁers: Esaa’s in ErIE*éal Reali;m, P. 105,
3 FRussell, The Analysis of Mind, p. 20fT.
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1
there must be something to be responded to. In order to be

larger and logically more inclusive than what 1s selected by
the conscious activity of the mind, the environment must have
pre-existed and exliat independently of the choosing mind. The
mind simply employs conscilousness as a medium and means for
the tranasformation of the macrocosm into a correspondent micro=
coam.z The external objects owe to the mind their “perelpi®
by 1its selective activity, but not their "esae.”™ The Berke-
leyan 1desalists would hold that those objects owe to the per-
celving mind their "esse," fundamentally because they mistake
"selection" for "ereation.” There still remains one question
as to what this mental aetlivity is and whether it 1s external
or internal. All the reallsts maintain 1t to be external, The
a priorl logical constants, as we have saen; rermeate both
mind and matter. Consclousness as a funetion of the living or-
ganiam 1s, as Holt says, the sum total of all neutral entities
to whiech the organism rosponds.3 Mental sctivity of any sort
1s consldersd as objective; for it is due to the whole nervous
aystem of the organism, which 13 constantly responsive to 1ts
environment,

Finally, the realists have advanced a psychologieal
{st1ll better, psycho-physical) argument for their theory of
independence from the analysis of experience Iinte distinet ele-

ments., Reallism considers the element of process in conseious

1l Perry, Present PB&losthical Tendencies, p. 323,
2 Sellars, EvolutlIon 2 eliasm, pp. 73Lf.
S Holt, The Conaept 05 Conaclousness, pp. 1l83-84,

woo—
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behavior seriously, while i1dealism emphasizes the element of
content. The sense data of all sorts for the idealistas are
psychical., But contemporary realists, unlike the common sense
realists who hold that through intuition we directly percelve
the external physical world, contend that all sense data, though
internal, are ﬁot payehical, because they are physical parts
of the nervous system. The ambiguity whieh Berkeley and Hume
overlooked in investigating our cognlitive process, says Sane-
tayana, lay in the relatlion of i1deas to physical things.l
Though both transcendsntsllism and absolutliam hold that reali-
ty 13 independent of finite knowledge, yet they accept no
"being" except that whieh 1s judged by the aynthetic unity of
apperception, namely, the transcendental ego, or that which is
rationalised by the finlte participants in tﬁe absolute mind,
Reality for pragmatism 1s experlience, though exiating indepen=-
dently of thought and of mediate knowledge, The thorough go-
ing realists, condemming all these aystems as "half~-rsalisms,”
hold reality to be independent not only of thought, but of all
experience whatovor.z Heat, as a primary quallity of fire, the
1dealist considers as something inside the mind, For the
realist, the heat of which he is immediately aware 1s in hiwms
body, not in the fire, and 1t is only by logical inference,
says Russell, that the fire 1s judged to be the esmuas of the

3
heat felt in his body. Thus, ss regards the cognitive process,

1 Santayana, Scepticism and Animsl Faith, p. 68,
2 Perry, op. clt., p.
3 Russell, MIsEIcism and Logic, Pe. 132,
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Russell and all other "new" realists hold to what we may call
"ecausal" presentationalism. But they differ as to the number
of elements into whieh they analyze our experience of cognl-
tion and other sorts,

Meinong analyzes our experlience into three elements =
act of the mind, mental econtent of the act, and external ob-
Ject. The mental act remaina the same in all cases of exper-
ience. As to.the content of the act, Melnong holds the cat-
content to bes different from the doge-content. But the bare act
of the mind considered as something divorced from its content
1s unthinkable, unnecessary, and useless, Therefore some other
new realists analyze experience into two elements, namely, the
mental aswareness of an obJect and the objJect itself,

| Using "sensation" and "idea" as synonyms, Moore sna-
lyzes a aensation into two elements: the elementary consclous-
ness common to all sensaations, that there exists an "aware=
ness" of blue; and the consciousness that the "belng aware of"
has a unigue relation to blue, an objact.l The exlistence of
this unique relation which this unique element "awareness"
bears to blue justifies the distinetion of the knowledge of a
thing from the thing known, and also the distinetion of mind
from matter, according to Hoofo. No wonder, the existence of
"blue™ 1s one thing; the existence of "the sensation of blue"
is another,

Alexander analyzes experience into two elements, too.

1 Moore, Philosophical Studles, pp. 24frf,
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Perception 1s regarded as a process in which mind "enjoya™
itaself in compresence with asn object which 1t is "contemplat-
ing." That 1s to say, mind and i1ts object, being two separate
exlstences, are connected in one wholes experience by the rela-
tion of "togetherness" or "compresence." Bebween the mental
act and 1ts ocbject, the relation of "compresence" seems to be
a third element. But Alexander says that the mind in enjoy-
ing 1tself enjoys 1its “"compresence" with the object contem-
plated.”l It contemplates the object but does not contem-
plate the obJect'sg compresence with 1tself. Thus, the seem-
ingly third element 1s merged into the first one - the act of
enjoyment which 1s held to be an intultional faet. Apparent-
ly, the distinctlion between enjoyment (or "experilencing") and
objecta contemplated (or "experienced") is more fundamental,
a3 Alexander himself says, than that between mental act and
its objoct.2 The relation of compresence remains the same
while the objects contemplated differ. The compresence be-—
tween mind and its object does not qualitatively differ from
the compresence of one p hysleal thing with another, Alexander
uses the word "cognita® to inelude objects from all sources,
and treats all of them ~ even the contents of memory, imagine
ation, and judgements - as non-mental. Therefors, enjoyment
may be immediate at the moment or supplemented by remembered

or sxpected enjoyment, or medlately by 1inferred enjJoyment, or

1 Alexander, ggaco, Time and Deilty, Vol. I, p. 21.
2 Alexander, e Basla of Reallam, pp. 6,7.
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by reflective synthesis of all these data. The distinction
between enjJoyment and objects contemplated naturally leads
to the concluslon that there sxist independently external
things, to whieh the mind responds through 1ts bodily organs,
whereby enjoyments are initiated.

Russell, together with Nunn and the American new real-
i1sts, banishes the act of cognition or mental act of any other
sort, and retains only one element, namely, "mental event,"
while c¢calling an experience a "mental occurrence."l These
thinkers alm to dispose of the duality of subject and object
in sny mental occocurrence, Being effects caused by non-men-
tal things, mental events are events in a living brain which
is a region combining sensitivity with the law of learned re-
actions to a marked extent.2

Despite thelr difference as to the nmumber of terms into
which they analyze our experience, all these reallists, reen-
forecing the pregmatists and the Berkeleyan 1deallstsa, adhere
to the presentative theory of sense-~perception that recognized
no veil vetwlxt mind and reality. Holt's saying,s "nothing
can represent a thing but that thing itself," forma the basis
of the reallastic theory of immanence. The difference between
mind and things 1s held to be a causal and funectional differ-

ence, and not a difference of content, ¥hat the epistemological

1 PFussell in his The Probloms of Philosophy still keeps men-
tal act in distInguYshing "sense-data"” from "sensation."

2 Russell, Philosoghx, pPp. 2B0=-81, 285,
3 Holt, The Concept of Consciousness, p. 142,
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dualists maintain to be "representation," for these realists
i3 an immanent relation., Their assertion of the independence
of the immanent differentiates them from other eplstemologi-
cal monists. Therefore, as regards external things, the
realistie theory of immanence recognizes two sorta of trans-
cendence, accordling to Perry: first, a thing transcends the
cognitive relation by virtue of 1ts possession of an intrinsice
quallty of its own, or by virtue of 1ts possession of other
relatlons; second, 1t transcende lts representatlon, within the
field of cognition itself.2 In eplstemology an inquiry into
the relation between the knowing mind and the thing known,
attention 1s called to the distinetion between immedlate knowl=
edge and mediate knowledge. In the case of the former sort of
knowledge, the new realists concelive the thing percelved and
the idea as identlcal, except as regards thelir relations; in
the latter, the thing thought about and the thought, as ex-
perienced 1n one whole. ¥Not that an 1dea in the mind 1s the
representative of a thing, but that a thing is an 1dea by vir-
tue of 1ta relstion to a nervous system. Unlike the prag-
matists who concelve of mediate knowledge as Instrumental to
immediate knowledge, thé new realists attach equal importance
to both, and hold that medlate knowledge can extend our ex-
perience by inference and Jjudgment. The American new realists

2
eonceive of truth in terms of identlity with reality, holdling

1 Perry, Present Philosophical Tendencles, p. 313.
2 Holt and Ofhers, The New Reallsm, D. 252
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cur knowledge of reality to be imperfect, and recognizing par-
tial truth and partial error in our cognitions. Thus there
are for them degrees of truth and falsity whiech are equally
real in proportion to what is known of reality existing inde-
pendently of the lnowing mind and to what 13 unknown, Alex-
ander interprets truth in terms of the coherence of the judg=-
ment implled by any proposition about reality.l For him, an
1llusion is a mistake of perception; an error, the obligue
Judgment of reality. Russell holds a new correspondence theory
of truth. He consliders every Jjudgment as a relation of a
mind to several objects, one of which is the relation between
the original objecta. In every true belief or judgment, there
must be a "corresponding' complex, which consists of the two
terms (e.g. & boy snd a girl, whom the boy loves) related by
the relation (i.e. "loves") in the same sense as thatin which
the Judgment 1= mado.z But for minds, there would be no truth
nor falsehood. Yet truth and falsehood never depend upon the
person making the given judgment, inasmuch sa the correspond-
ing complex does not contain the Judge as a sonstituent except
when the judgment happens to be about the jJjudge himself. Thus
Russel)l contends that this theory of truth preserves fully

the mixture of dependence upon mind and 1 ndependence of mind,
whieh fof him 12 a characterlistic of truth.3 Suech a conception

of truth, together with the use of judgment and belief as

1 Alexander, Space, Time, and Delty, Vol. II, p. 252.
2 Russell, Phllosophliecal Essays, pop. 183-84,
3 Russell, op. cit., p. 184,
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1
synonyms, causes much difficulty to the neo-realistic solu-

tlion of the problem of error snd illusion,

As a theory of reform, contemporary reslism has formu-
lated :ew metaphysical asystema, and, so, before the realists
complete their campalgn sgainst the 1dealists, a countere-at-
tack has been made by many leading spokesmen of contemporary
idealism, such as Royce in - "The World and the Individual,"
Bosanquet 1n‘ "The Meeting of Extremes in Contemporary
Philosophy," Hoernlé in his "Studies in Contemporary Meta-
physies," Calkins in "The Persistent Problems of Philosophy,"
Sinelair in "A Defence of Idealism,” and “The New Idesaliam,"
and MeTaggart in "The Nature of Existence.” The attention of
the 1dealists,hﬁhich has been called to ths apparent aiffi-
cultieg involved 1in Berkeley's dlctum, however, has never led
to serlous concessions to the critique of contemporary real-
1am. The resalists! assumption of theé possible existence of
unknown objects, asccording to Calklins, is due to the confu-
sion of the unpereslved - which may be deseribed as possibly
exiating « with the unknown, whieh 1t is impossible to maine-
taln to be physical or mental. If "not denying the existence
of the unknown objects" cannot be 1dentiflied with "aaserting
enything about them," fhere is even less justifiecation in
asserting than in denying the possible existence of those ob-

Jects unknown.2 Absolute 1desalilsm never believes "that things

1 Russell, Philosog%ical Essays, p. 1723 The Problems of
Philosophy, De. 190, : :
2 Talkins, %he Peralstent Problems of Philosophy, p. 418.
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exlst as they appear, apart from the context of the system in
which we find them, whether 1in its causal or 1n its apprehen-

sive aspect"”; while not holding that their esse is percipi,

if percipi implies immediate presentation, idealism insists
that reallity, as the object of thought, is always mediate and
transcendent of the 1mmed1ate.l The dlirect experilence with
non-mental objects existing independently of the experiencing
mind, which the new realists claim, in the eyes of the thor;
ough~going 1dealist 1is nothing but a secondary, reflective con-
scliousness of these objects ~ namely, the outcome of an effort
to explaln immediate consclousness., Yet both neo=-realism and
absolutism argue against the "neo-ldealistic" reduction of all
experlience to thinking and agalinst the conception of the ex-
ternal world as a creatlion of the thinking activity; this
desplte the agreement between neo-realism and neo-idealism 1in
the acceptarnce of the ultimate reallity of time and change, the'
conception of reality as "becoming," and an advocacy of meli-
orism as the only attitude towards the world and 1life - as
regards moral struggle and religlous enthusiasm.2 Between
critical realism and absolutism there are, according to Bosan-
quet, certain significant polnts of agreement: the considera-
tion of things normally apprehended as mere "“"appearances"™ be-

cause of the destruction of thelilr qualities by the separation

from the context of percipients and of other things; the con-

1 Bosanquet, The HMeeting of Extremes in Contemporary Philoso-
’ n s Do 128.
2 §5¥d., pPp. 117ff., 127ff,
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ception of knowledge as consisting in qualifying the existent
"that" of the objJect of thought by the ideal or essence "what,"
namely, a meaning dlistinguished from the objem:.‘1 But the
critical realistts severance of truth and reality as opposed

to the absolutiet's adherence to their relative identity,
Bosénquet sayn, 1s the point of divergence between the two
systems, The modified position of McTaggart is extraordi-
narily consplcuous. Emancipating metaphysics from epistemo-
loglecal bondage and making a free ingquiry into the problem.of
reality, he claims to be an 1dealist In ontology on the ground
that all that exists he believes to be spirituasl; but he con-
gsiders himself as a realist in epistemology, as knowledge for
him 1s a true bellef which 1s true only when it stands in a rela-
tion of correspondence to a fact., He concelves of reallty as
an 1lndeflnable quality, for which being 1s another name. Thus,
"existence" for him is indefinable, too. That which is, be-
ing real, "existence'" and "reality" are held to be equivalents
or synonyms. No doubt, such identiflication cannot be permit-
ted by the realists wilthout qualification.

Epistemology being regarded as s mere chapter in the
text of philosophy, contemporary realists in their anti-idesl-
istic enterprise have been quarreling about the problem of
knowledge. They have broken up into two mutually rival groups
since the publication of the "Essayas in Critical Realism" in

1920 by seven American "ecritical® realiats, who have accused
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both 1deallsts and new realists of common failure to solve
the problem of error. The former treat error as a case of
partial truth, whille the latter grant objectlvity to error and
truth equally. Between the two factors in our experience -
the psychical and the physl ¢al - the critical realists have
introduced = fhird factor, namely, the datum, which they have
termed an "essence," and which Santayana claims to have dis-
covered at the extreme of sceptlclism. The fear of 1llusion
causes the attltude of sceptlicism, and, according to Zantayana,
there are three ways in which that fear may be diapelled:
first, death, in which 1llusion vanishes but no solution 1s
offered to the previous doubt; second, correcting the error
and substituting a new belief for it; and finally, entertaln=-
ing the 1llusion without succumbing to it, "accepting it open-
ly a8 an illusion, and forbldding it to c¢laim any sort of be-
ing but that which it 1s; and then, whether 1t profits me or
not," says Santayana, "it will not deceive me. What will re-
main of this non-deceptive i1llusion will then be a truth the
belng of which regulres no explanation, since 1t 1s utterly
impoasible that 1t should have been otharwisa."l ¥What the
entertained, non-deceptive i1llusion becomes is an "essence,”
whiech is no 1llusion now but an idea. The error that grew
from a wild belief about it 1s now washed out of it. In th1§
diacovery, Santéyana, as well as other critical realists,

finds rest, The obJectlive exlistence of things is apprehended

1 Santayana, Sceptieism and Animal Falth, pp. 72-73.
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through their essences elther by inferential reasoning or by
"animal faith," but not by 1mmed;§te knowledge. With the new
realliats, the critical realists hold to the theory of inde-
pendence, but they go back to the representationalism or epls-
temological dualism of Descartes and Locke, with whiech the
new realists?! theory of 1lmmanence 1s absolutely incompatible,
They conceive of truth in terms of the correspondsnce between
the senase datse or esaénces and the characteristiecs of the
thing referred to, and of error as dlaparity between an esa-
sence and itas object. Drake, Rogers, Santayansa, and Strong
hold that esssnce 1s a mere logical entity but has no locus
in the world of existence, and that it 1a referred to an exlis-
tent because of our inatinetive feelingas and practical be-
liefs about 1it; whereas Lovejoy, Pratt, and Sellars maintain
it to be an existent - the character of the mental state of
the moment.1 The new realists'! account of our cognitive pro-
cess, according to all these men,must be erroneous. This 1s
so first because an objeet supposed to be immedlately pre-
sented to one conselousness cannot be in two consclousnesses
at once, Hereln 1s involved the difflculty of the problem of
perspective, Moreover, the sense-data which the mind pér-
ceives are the meszages sent out by the physical objlects, to
which they refer, so that these messages cannot be the physi-.
cal objects themselves. This 1is a direct challenge to the

new realiasta' theory of Iimmanence. Finally, it 1s urged that

1 Evans, New Realism and 0ld Reallty, p. 143.
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different conscliousnesses of the asame object cannot have the
same sense-perception, both gqualltatively and quantitatively.
Whetﬁor these main objections raiééd by the ecritical reallsts
to the new realists are adequate or not,1t cannot be disputed
that the incompatiblliity between. the two forms of contemporary

realism 1s not less apparent than that between ideslism and

realism in general,
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